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UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 


TUESDAY, JUNE 8, 1954 


Howvusrt or REPRESENTATIVES 
CoMMITTEE ON Ways AND MEANS, 
Washington, D. C 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in the hearing room 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, New House Office Build- 
ing, Hon. Daniel A. Reed (chairman of the committee), presiding 

The CHatrMAN. The committee will come to order 

This hearing is scheduled to consider H R 8857, which I have 
introduced, H. R. 6537, bv Mr. Forand, H. R. 6539, by Mr. Mason, 
H. R. 7054, by Mr. Dingell, and H. R. 8585 by Mr. Baker 

Without objection those bills will be placed in the record at this 
point. 

(The bills referred to follow 


H. } RS57. RS 
A BILL To extend and 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of R f the United S 
America in Congress a Phat eff 
after December 31, 1954, subsection (a f section 1607 of the Internal R 
Code, as amended, is amended to read 

““(a) EMPLOYER Che ter emplover’ mea it ar 
during the taxable vear, pays wages for employ ent t respect t é € 
individuals.”’ 

SEC a i:ffective with respect to s ( ( i D 
subsection (1) of sectior 607 of the Intern Revenue ¢ { eal 
sections (m), (nm), and (o) are desi ated ‘ ’ , 
graph (1) of subsectior s ame ‘ 

, | Agricult lr il lat ) 1 t 1 t 17¢ 

Sec. 3. A new paragrapl s added immediate f Owl! paragrap! 
subsection a of section 1602 of the Inter ul Level e ( le sa ended, to read 
as follows: 

“For any person (or group of persons) who | rr have) not been subject to 
the State law for a period of time sufficient to compute the reduced rates per 
by paragraphs 1), (2), and (3) of this subsectior on a three-vear bas the period 
of time required mav be reduced to the amount of t e the pers rr group of 
persons has (or have) had experience ul ler or is (or ive nee subject to the 
statute, whichever is appropriate, but in no ease less than one year 

Sec. 4. Effective with respect to the calendar vear 1955 and succeeding calendar 
vears, section 1605 of the Internal Revenue Code sa ¢ led by striking o 
of subsection (e) thereof, by striking out the words r anv installment thereof” 
wherever they appear ins ibsection 1 ind by redesig itll subsections (a und 
(e) as subsections (c) and (d), respectivel 

H. R. 6537, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To amend the Social Security Act to provide unemployment insurance for Federal 
employees, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rez prese ntatrive of the United State 
America in Congress assembled, That the Social Security Act, as amended, is 
further amended by adding after title XIV thereof the following new title: 


1 














IYLE XV—UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAI 
EMPLOYEES 
I INITIL 
~ 1 VW 
i eral sery ea any service pe formed alte 1951 
T and Sto 1 hereof whi who 
1 is ! 1 ide ervic 
I i ( of tT ( 
( j Z rvice perior i L ( Der t 
! ‘ a led toreig 
- 6 (of i ) | ce pel ed rT la i ] 953 
f P . ( I 
()7 I la I ) ervik 
1) ( { i oO ( a < en ol I 
1 
Stat } } 1e ter U nite 
- ul 1 1 Alaska, Hawa ! 
1) ( 1 P }? 1 +} Vir | 1 } 
Federa ( ea 1 f Federal servi 
l ca ( ul i 1 n a i f than . 
ed lual w performed 
he ( 
pe ’ ’ ca oO juals wit} 
re the ‘ ‘ ) ' } f A VA tl respect 
te 
‘ ( | ear ¢ 11 le applicab 
~ i ( i f - or ) 
PAT ¢ ’ bh } ( t 
A t } Te 
T ’ ~ 'Y 7 
, | 
i 1 ye ) Lit 
\ EN FOR Ff RA MPLO Dil 4 ku M I 
( 1) ‘The & lf o , 
is a ‘ t 
Sec i ( 
i i } 
; | p ’ ’ Dey 
i i A 
} 
T } 
) und Federa 
" ) Sta 1 4 id |} 
‘ ’ i ’ 
‘ 1 ( ’ ent to co 
1 . ¢ ' , } t to revi 
‘ ( | ) ‘ ‘ 1 ’ ler the State 
¢ | | io l ind to l extent 
} } y ‘ t a ln +} ‘ 1 j ( 1 IDOI hic the 
i av b arrie ied 
( ' ION }f EI MI IYRE l AT Cr FE rATI AGREEMENT 
Los ( » f a Federal er hose Federal ser and 
Feds : vy , , 504 >a State hi does not ve an 
agreement under this title ith the Secretarv, the Secretar In accordance with 
regulations prescribed by him, shall, upon the filing by such emplovee of a clai 
for compensatli under this s tion, make payments of compensation to him 
with respect to unemployment after December 31, 1953, in the same amounts, 


on the same terms, and subject to the same conditions as would be paid to him 
under the unemployment compensation law of such State if such employee’s 
Federal service and Federa ace ad been included as employment and wages 
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under such law, except that if such emplovee, without regard to his Fede se! ( 
and Federal wages, has employment or wages sufl nt to qualify for any co 
pensation during the benefit vear under the law of s State. the ents of 
compensation under this subsect shall be made onl n the ba ederal 
service and Federal wages 
b) In the case of a Federal e1 love vhose Feder I e 1 Federe nore 
are assigned under section 1504 to Puerto Rico 1 \ Island es ur 
in accordance with regulations prescribed bv | all. upon the f } 
emplovee of a ela for co eS nder t = hsect make 1 ante at 
compensation to hin ith respect to unemplo é er Dece ner 4 Ww 
the same amounts, on the same terms, and subject e same condit 283 WO 
be paid to hi under the emplo ent pe n law of the | 
e Columbia if such empl ee’s | t¢ 1 service at 1 Fy ler had hee led 
as emplovmer wd es und Vv, exee t ' t 
regard to | Federal servi 1 Fe wore ! ges 
elent to ialifv for a eNnsatio 1 r aA 
tl ayvment of cor ) S 167 ey, , } 1, , ‘ 
basis of his Federal se e and Federa 
( \ Federal empk e whose lai r 1 ‘ 
(a) or (b) of this section |} been denied 
4CCO { nee 11 re sp ed ne Seci I \ f ( 
hv the Ss retal VW res ( ) T ( 
ahall he stbiect t revic } + rte } | @ é 
tent as Is provided In set O05 f title | “ al dd ) of 
the Administrator under s 
a The Secretar ma ; or . 
and facilities of the agencies in Puerto ! » and the Vir Is is coope 
with the United States | iovment ser ( maer ( Act of Ju ( 1933 iS 
Stat. 113), as amended For 1 purpose of pa er le to s 
under such Act, the furnishing of ich persont if ties shall be d ed 
be a part of the administration of the public employ nt « es of s 
STATI O WHICH A ERVI¢ AN AT s 
SI 150 In aceordan reg t t - the 
Federal service d Fede \ es of el ( Stat 
in whien he ! 1 | last [ { LOT ti 
first claim f comy it I f fi 
| f t the t ¢ 
State 1 hich | i I { te t 
ervice eovered ler ent \ 
State. such Fed | rvi Ke i 
state 
2) if his last offi { Federal t 
first claim, was outside the nited States | ery Federa 
wages shall be assigned to the State where eT £ be cx Stes os ila 


» first claim; and 
3 if such first e] m is filed wl hye ’ Puert | +h 








rR [iM A ( I 
‘Sec. 1505. For the purposs f this title, in the « fa Federal « | ( 
who is performing Federal service at the time of hi ration from em} ' t 
by the United States or any instrumentality ther I the Fed il servic of 
such employee shall be considered as continuing duri the period ibseq ¢ 
to such separation, with respect to which he i ered as hav received 
payment of accumulated and current annual or va tior \ ir int 1 ul 
Federal law, and (2 ibject to regulations of the Secretary concerni | tj 
over the period, such pa t sh Ce itute | g 
PAYMENTS TO STAT 
i ‘Sec. 1506. (a) Each State st be paid by the United States 
j an amount equal to the additional of payments of compensatior 
made under and in accordance wi ler t title which woul 
not have been incurred by the St reement 
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In making payments pursuant to subsection (a) of this section, ther 
hall be paid to the State, either in advance or by way of reimbursement, as may 
be determined by the Seeretary, such sum as the Secretary estimates the State 
will be entitled to receive under this title for each calendar month, reduced o1 
increased, as the cast ivy be, by any ll I vhich the Secretary finds that his 
estimates for any prior calendar month were greater or less than the amounts 

hich shoule have been paid to the State Such estimates may be made upo1 
the basis of such statistical, sampling, or other method as may be agreed upon 
by the Secretary and the State agency 
( The Secretary shall from time to time certify to the Secretary of the 
Treasury for payment to each State sums payable to such State under this sec- 
tion The Secretary of the Treasury. prior to audit or settlement by the General 


Accounting Office, shall make payn ent to the State in accordance with such 
certification, from the funds for carrying out the purposes of this title. 

d) All money paid a State under this title shall be used solely for the pur- 
yoses for which it paid: and any money so paid which is not used for such 


I 

purposes shall be returned the time specified in the agreement under this 
: ; 

‘ 








t to the Treasury and « nt applicable appropriations, funds, 
or accounts fri which payment inder this title may be made. 

“(e) An agreement under this title may require any officer or employee of the 
State certifying payments or disbursing funds pursuant to the agreement, or 
otherwise participating in its performance, to give a surety bond to the United 


States in such amount as the Secretary may deem necessary, and may provide 
for the payment of the cost of such bond from funds for carrying out the purposes 
of this title 


f) No person designated by the Secretary, or designated pursuant to an 
agreement under this title, as a certifving officer, shall, in the absence of gross 


negligence or intent to defraud the United States, be liable with respect to the 
payment of any compensation certified by bim under this title. 

g) No disbursing officer shall, in the absence of gross negligence or intent to 
defraud the United States, be liable with respect to anv payment by him under 
this title 1f it was based upon a voucher signed by a certifying officer designated 
as provided in subsection (f) of this section 

For the purpose of payments i ade to a State under title III, adminis- 
tration by the State agency of such State pursuant to an agreement under this 
title shall be deemed to be a part of the administration of the State unemploy- 


ment compensation law, 





~ INFORMATION 


Sec. 1507. (a) All Federal departments, agencies, and wholly owned instru- 
mentalities of the United States are directed to make available to State agencies 
which have agreements under this title or to the Secretary, as 

f ation with respect to the Federal service and Federal wages of any 
Federal employee as the Secretary may find practicable and necessary for the 
deter ination of such emplovee’s entitlement to compensation under this title. 

“(b) The agency administering the unemployment compensation law of any 
State shall furnish to the Secretary such information as the Secretary may find 
necessary or appropriate in carrying out the provisions of this title, and such 
information shall be deemed reports required by the Secretary for the purposes 
of paragraph (6) of subsection (a) of section 303. 





ase may be, 





*“PENALTIES 


“Src. 1508. Whoever makes a false statement or representation of a material 
fact knowing it to be false, or knowingly fails to disclose a material fact, to obtain 
or increase for himself or for any other individual any payment authorized to be 
paid under this title or under an agreement thereunder shall be fined not more 
than $1,000 or imprisoned for not more than one year, or both. 





‘ 


REGULATIONS 
‘Sec. 1509. The Secretary is hereby authorized to make such rules and regula- 
oO carry out the provisions of this title The Secretary 
shall insofar as practicable consult with representatives of the State unemploy- 
ment compensation agencies before prescribing any rules or regulations which may 
affect the performance by such agencies of functions pursuant to agreements under 
this title. 


a 
+ 
t 


TIONS AS Mav He necessary 
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4 ROPRIATI( 

Sec. 1510. There are hereby authorized t e appropriated out of a1 nevs 

not otherwise appropriated such sums as are nect t rry out the provisions 
of this title.” 

Sec. 2. Section 1606 (e) and section 1607 (m) of t Federal Unemployment 

Tax Act are each hereby amended | erting aft December 31. 1945.’’ the 


j 


following: ‘‘and prior to January 1, 1954, 


: “TITLE XV—UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATIO FOR FEDERAT 
EMPLOYEES 
































‘Sec. 1501. When used this tit 
1 ‘T term ‘Federal service’ 1 ul i { 195 i t 
employ of the United States or ar trumentalitvy t of w is whollv owned 
by the United States, except that the ter shall not e (1 ervice performed 
by an elective officer in the executive or legislative I of the G rnment of 
the United Stat 2) service performe i member of the Armed I ‘ f the 
United States, (3) service performed fore er for v ( | 
separation ( ire pr led | the For Ss \ f 1446 (60 Stat 
999), (4) service performs prior to J ary | VF f t Bor e P er 
Admit istrator if suel ervice const tes emp ‘ ( t 1607 f the 
Federal Unemployment Ta Act ! >) services erformed itside the | te 
States by an individual who is not a ren of the | ted Stat For the p 
of clause (5 of this subsection 1 te [ it “ft ' a ot ’ 
cal Alas Hawaii, the dj ( I Puerto 
Rico, s 
vages ea Federal si ‘ 
incl ren ‘ i j rt he } ‘ 
p i 1 Aas ] i 1 
Feder 
d if ter! Iipe I ( ( f t 1 
respect to their uneimpk rh tu ging any portl ther pavabile with respect 
to dependents 
e) The term ‘benefit year’ mea e be f ur f iD il 
State unemployme! compensation law; ¢ pt tha if h State i 
« define & benefit \ "ar then suct te near » per re ibed 1 th ' reeme 
uncer this title with such State o \ abs izreeme.it, the p 
prescribed by the Secretar 
f The term Secretary’ means ti secre a y I | it 
® “COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAI MPLOYEES UND rE AGREEM 
SE¢ 1502 a) The § ‘retary Is authorized o heha he United S 
to enter into an agreement with any State, or wit the a ( ac minister! 
unempk yinent compensation law of ich State, uncer which such Stat a 
(1) will make, as agent of the Unit States, paym I atic he 
basis provited it of this s lO { I eral employees, and (2 
will otherwise ec e Secretar und th State agencies in 
making payment iti ler is t 
bD Any such agreement shall provide th ymp will be pai? | t} 
State to any Federal employee, with respe to unemy ment after December 
31, 1953, in the same amount, on the same terms, al subject to the same cor 
tions as th compensator vhicl vould be paval empl ‘ inde t 
unemployment compensation law of the State if tl Federal service and Federal] 
wages of such emplovee ‘tos ict State incer 1504 ha been in- 
cluded as employment and wages under such law 


rem 
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4 ele 4 4 State agency V ( tlement to 
pensation pur t to an agreement unde io ha subject to revi 
in the same mar to the same extent a eterminations under the State 
ule mploy ment compensation law, and o1 ly in such manner and to such extent 
1) Kach agreement shall provide the terms and conditions upon which the 
igreement May be amended or terminate 
YMPENSATION FOR FEDERAI MPLOYEES IN ABSENCE OF STATI AGREEMENT 
SEc. 1503 1) In the case of a Federal e1 Or KY ul rvice 
receral wage e as ed u ( ion 1Lov4d » a Sta wi I toes no ve 
in agreeme! inder this title with the Secretar the Secretary, in accordance 
ith regulations prescribed by him, shall, upon the filing by such employee 
a claim for compensation ul ler this subsectio1 make payments oF compensation 
to him with respect to unemployment December 31, 1953, in the same 
1mounts, on the same terms, and subject to the same concitions as would be paid 
to him under the unemp!] nent compensation law of such State if such employee’s 
Federal service and F wag had been included as employment and wage 
under ch law, except if such employee, without regard to his Federal serv 
ice and Federal wag na 1 nt or wages imMch » qualify for a 
pe 4 uring the benefit vear un { la h State ents 
of com] sation er this subsection shall b i only ¢ he SIS is Fed 
eral ser ind Federal 4 
b) In the ca f a Federal employee whose Federal service d Federal wages 
ure as ned under section 1504 to Puerto Ri he Virg isla e Secretary 
in accordance with re latior escribed by m, shall pon the filing by such 





employee of a claim for compensation under this subsection, make payments of 
* 31, 1951, in 


1e conditions as 





compensation to him with respect to uns mplovmer after lecembe 
the same amounts, on the same terms, and subject to the 


ation law of the District 





would be p: id to him under the unemplovmer compens 
of Columbia if such employee’s Federal service and Federal wages had been 
included as employment and wages under such law, except that if such employee, 





without regard to his Federal service and Federal wages, has employment or wages 
sufficient to qualify for any compensation during the benefit year under such law, 
then payments of compensation under this subjection shall be made only on the 
basis of his Federal service and Federal wages 

c) Any Federal employee whose claim for compensation under subsection (a) 





or (b) of this section has been denied shall be entitled to a fair hearing in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary Any final determination by the 
Secretary with respect to entitlement to compensation under this section shall be 


subject to review by the courts in the same manner and to the same extent as is 


provided in section 205 (g) of title II with respect to final decisions of the Adminis- 
trator under such title 
1) The Secretary may utilize for the purposes of this section the personnel and 
facilities of thé ‘ies in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands cooperating with the 
United States Employment Service under the Act of June 6, 1933 (48 Stat. 113), 
as amended. For the purpose of payments made to such agencies under such Act 
f } 


rsonnel and facilities shall be deemed to be a part of the 





administration of the public employment offices of such agencies 


“STATE TO WHICH FEDERAL SERVICE AND WAGES ARE A IGNABLI 


Sec. 1504. In accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary, the 
Federal service and Federal wages of an employee shall be assigned to the State 
in which he had his last official station in Federal service prior to ig of his 





first claim for compensation for the benefit year, except that 
1) if, at the time of the filing of such first claim, he resides in another 
State in which he performed, after the termination of such Federal service 
ition law of such other 
State, such Federal service and Federal wages shall be assigned to such other 


service covered under the unemployment compen 





2) if his last official station in Federal service, prior to the filing of sucl 
first claim, was outsit 
wages shall be igned to the State where he resides at the time he files suc 
first claim; and 


3) if such first claim is filed while he is residing in Puerto Rico or the 


e the United States, such Federal service and Federal 
*h 





Virgin Islands, such Federal service and Federal wages shall be assigned to 
Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands 


UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCI 


TREATMENT OF tUED NN VI 
“Sec. 1505. For the purposes of the e case of a Federal 
who is performing Federal service at the time of his separat f 
bv the United States or an) str ntality thereof. (1 e Federal set ¢ 


such employee shall be considered as cont g dur { period t lent 


to such separation, with respect to which he lered as ha g I ed 
payment of accumulated and rr annual or vaca LV irsua \ 
Federal law, and (2) subject to regula 
ver the period, such payme shall constitute Federa 4 
““PAYMENTS TO STATI 
6S nc 1506 a Fach State shall be entitled vid tha ] ted Sta 
an amount equal to the additional cost to the Stat f payr t f ‘ i 


made unde r al | in accordal ce M nh a ree! ry t | \ l l 








not hay e been incurred bv the State | lor as 
b) In making payments pursuant t i 

be paid to the State, either in advance or | a f re rseme as 
determined b the Secrets l l is the ( i ma sta i 
be entitled to receive under this title for each calendar reduced o1 
as the case mav be, by ar sum | hich the Secreta is that | i 
for any prior calendar month were greater or I a t hich ld 
have been paid to the Stat Sucl tima iv | ade upon the 
tatistical, sampling, or other method as ma agreed ( the Seer 
and ) 

7 i shall fre ; ‘ 
Tres LO ea Sta i" Walle i ! 
Che e Treas ‘ wud ‘ 
Accou shall make i oO i rda 
ertification, from the funds for rrving t of le 


“‘(d) All money paid a State under this title shall be 1 I 
poses for which it is paid; and any money so paid t used for s I 


t 








poses shall be returned, at the time specified the agreement ler e, to 
the Treasury and credited to current ap fable a r d f 
from which payments to States under this title ma ucle 

~ (e An agreement under tl title may req 
State certifving payments or disbursi 
otherwise participating in it erfori 0 { 
States in such amount e Secr ma L¢ I und i 
for the payment of the cost of such bond from f r car g out the ur ; 
of this title 

“(f) No person designated y the secretar\ r d enated pursuant t« 4 
agreement under this title, as a certifving officer he absenc vf 
negligence or intent to defraud the United Sta I able 
pavment of any compensation certified | hit 1 | 

““(o) No disbursing officer shall, in the absence of g1 negligence or intent to 
defraud the United States, be liable with respect to a payment | 


this title if it Was based upon a voucher signed a tifving of r designated 
as provided in subsection (f) of this seetior 


“(h) For the purpose of payments made to a S inder title III], administra- 
tion by the State agency of such State pursuant to an agreement under t tle 
shall be deemed to be a part of the administration of the State unempl t 


compensation lav 
INFORMATION 


“Sec. 1507. (a) All Federal departments, agencies, and wholly owned instru- 
mentalities of the United States are directed to make available to State agencies 
which have agreements under this title « : 
such information with respect to the Federal service and Federal wages of any 
Federal employee as the Sec 
determination of such employee’s entitlement to compensation under this tile 








ary may find practicable and necessary I 





“(b) The agency administering the unemployment compensation law of ar 
State shall furnish to the Secretary such information as the Secretary may find 
necessary or appropriate in carrving out the provisi s of this title, and ich 


information shall be deemed reports required by the Secretary for the purposes 
f paragraph (6) of subsection (a) of section 303 
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Sec. 1508. Whoever makes a false statement or representation of a material 












fact knowing it to be false, or knowingly fails to disclose a material fact, to obtain 
r increase for himself or for any other individual any payment authorized to be 
paid under this title or under an agreement thereunder shall be fined not more than 
$1,000 or imprisoned for not more than one year, or both. 
REGULATIONS 

S 1509. The Secretary is hereby authorized to make such rules and regula- 
tio is ne ecessary to carry out the provisions of this title The Secretary 

ull far pr ntatives of the State unemploy- 
ment pensatio1 any rules or regulations which may 





iff the performa functions pursuant to agreements under 
+} title 
' APPROPRIATIONS 
s 1510. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated out of anv moneys 
rwise appropriated such sums as are necessary to carry out the provisions 
f this tit] 
Src. 2. Section 1606 (e) and section 1607 (m) of the Federal Unemployment Ta 
\ ire each here! amended by inserting after December 31, 1945,” the follow- 
1 und prior to Januar 1. 1954,”’. 
H. i . ( 
4 BII t \ ira I 
€ pi f 
rid led by the Se tte and Ht or R tat ort l if State ( 
1? a in Conare assembled, That the Social Security Act, as amended, is 
rther amended by adding after title XIV thereof the following new title 
ITLI XV—UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAI 


EMPLOYEES 


IE FINITIONS 














term ‘Federal service 41 41 rvice performed after 1950 i 
e employ of the United States or any instrumentality thereof lich is wholly 
ed bv the I ited States, « Dp 4t the ter shall ot inelude 1) servi 
1 rn | an elective officer the executive or legislative branch of the 
Government of the | f 2) service performed as a member of the 
Armed Forces of the United State 3) service performed by foreign service 
I ! r whom special separation allowances are provided by the Foreign 
Service Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 999 1) service performed prior to Jar ry 1, 1955, ‘ 
rthe B eville Power Administrator if such service constitutes employment 
er 607 f the Federal Unemployment Tax Act; or (5) service 
De rmed outside the United State by an individual who is not a citizen of the 
United State l’or the purpose of clause (5) of this subsection, the term ‘United 
States’ when used 'n a geographical Sense means the States, Alaska, Hawai 
the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands 
The tern lederal weges’ means all remuneration for Federal service, 
nciudal cash allowances and remuneration in any medium other than cash. 
c) The term ‘Federal employee’ means an individual who has performed 
Federal service 
1) The term ‘compensation’ means cash benefits payable to individuals 


Wit! respect. to Tf 





Ir unemployment including any portior thereof payabl 
with respect to dependents 


‘ the term ‘benefit \v 





r’ means the benefit year as defined in the appli 

| except that, if such State law 

ine a benefit vez then such term means the period prescribed in 
t under this title with such Sts 





unempiovment compensation lé 





e or, in the absence of an agree- 


nasties ll } peri 1 pr SC] ed | the secretary 


f) The term ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of Labor 





UNEMPLOYMENT INSURAN( 8} 


Sec. 1502. (a he Secretary ruthe ( ’ I S 
enter into an agreement ith ar State, or ith a 
inemployment compensat nm lay sta = 
1) will make, as agent of the United Stat ‘ 
Dasis provided it subsection ( I ti sect to | 
otherwise cooperate with the Secretary a 1 ( rs 


payments of compensation under this 


b) Any such agreeme shal rovide tha 


State to any Federal ¢ ployer res} i 1) 

31, 1954, in the same amount, on tl a 

tions as the compensation which would be payabl ( 

inemployment Compensation law ol the stl ( i I re I lf 
service and Federal wages of such employee id ided 


and wages under such law 


Any determinatio by a State agency w 
pensation pursuant to an agreement under 
in the same manner and to the same ext a 1 i 1 5 
unemployment COmpensatio! i ind o1 
d) Each agreement shall provide the ter i 


agreement may 
COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAI EMI YI IN 


Sec. 1503 a) In the ca ofa | leral emp 1 Sta j 








un agreement under this title wit} S eta s la 
regulations prescribed by him, shall, ups he emplovee of a 
for compensation under this subsec ‘ 1 f , 
with respect to unemplo ent after Dec her { +} . : 
on the same terms, and ibject to the ame co ( i 1 1 
inder the unemployment compensatio iw of ] f ¢ 
f plovee’s Federal service and iera i { a 
and wages under suct 1 exce that if 
Federal service and Federa ( ( 
for any compensation durit the be i ul | S 
payments of compensatio inder t subs oO! the 
ba of his Federal service and Federal wa 
fa Federal emp in P | Vir 
( re itions ( 
i Ti t Sat i i 
} ‘ t ft l) 
ints, I i I S 1 i I ) 
inder the ( i I DD 





} d , . ’ 
era i 1 Fed 
ffic t to quality for a ompe ut 1 | eal 1 i 
then pa ents of co ( t ler 
basis of his Federa ervice and Fed i ’ 
Cc Any Federal e1 pioyee who 1 LOI abi 1 
or (b) of this section has been de 1 shall be ent ito a fair hea accor 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary \ final det 
Secretary with respect to entitlement to compe i inde 
subject to review by the courts i the sa e a rand t the sa f i 1 


provided in section 205 (c) of title II with respect to final decisions of e Ad 


trator under such title 








d) The Secretary may utilize for the purps f t section the personnel and 
facilities of the agencies in P R ind \ Islands coopera ( 
United States Employment Service under the Act of June 6, 1933 (48 Stat. 113 
as For the purpose of payments made to such agenctes under h Ac 
the furnishing of such personnel and fa tie ull be d 1 ea part of 


administration of the public employment offices of such a 
“TREATMENT OF ACCRUED ANNUAL LEAVE 


“Sec. 1504. For the purposes of this title, in the case of a Federal employee 
who is performing Federal service at the time of his separatior 


ft 
by the United States or any instrumentality thereof 1) the Federal service of 


48088—54——_2 
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ich ¢ | ( all De nsidered as conti ing during tl period, subse yuent 
t ich separation, ith resp which he considered as having received 
ayment accumulated a annual or vacation leave pursuant to any 
Federal la and (2) subject yns of tl concerning allocation 
er the period nh payine titute ages 
~ 150 1 ka } 
é i t lal ne a 
and in a I 
e been ll rred | 
t | making payment pursuant to ibsectior 9 of this section, there 
i pa ! to the state, ¢ ther ir ad\ sce OT DY Way of reimbur ement, as may 
t mined ft ne Sec tar ict as the Secretary estimates the State 
\ be ¢ tled to rece nder tl t for eact ilendar month, reduced or 
; 1 ( se } hye hy im by \ 
t for a prior calendar month wert 
iid have bee paid to the State Su 
4 ( cl at { i piling r ytner 
he Se ar and tl t \ 
l secretary nail tin to time 
( ay 4 Soa is pa i 
I ecretary of e Treasury, prior to a 
( na nake pa ent to the 
rund I rying ou he 
‘ f uid a State der ( 
r which it paid; and any money so paid whi is not used for such pur 
{ 1 De eturned it the time specifie 1 in tl agreement under this title, 
Treasury and credited to current applicable appropriations, funds, « 
acco from which payments to States under this title may be made. 
é (n agreement under this title may require any officer or employee of the 
State certifying payments or disbursing funds pursuant to the agreement, or 
otherwise participating in its performance, to give a surety bond to the United 
Stat ich amount as the Secretary may deem necessary, and may provide 
for the payment of the cost of such bond from funds for carrying out the purpose 
yf thi ‘ 
No person designated by the Secretary, or designated pursuant to an 
agres nt under this title, as a certifying officer, shall, in the absence of gross 
ligence or intent to defraud the United States, be liable with respect to the 
payment of any compensation certified by him under this title 


£ N ») disbursing officer hall, in the absence of gross neglige nee or intent 
| 


o defraud the United States, be liable with respect to any payment by him under 





this title if it was based upon a voucher signed by a certifying officer designated 
as pro\ ided in subsection (f) of this section. 
h) For the purpose of payments made to a State under title III, adminis- 
tration by the State agency of such State pursuant to an agreement under this 
le shall be deemed to be a part of the administration ef the State unemployment 
( at i 


INFORMATION 


Sec. 1506. (a) All Federal departments, agencies, and wholly owned instru 
entalities of the United States are directed to make available to State agencies 
which have agreements under this title or to the Secretary, as the case may be, 
ich information with respect to the Kederal service and Federal waves of any 


Federal employee as the Secretary may find practicable and necessary for the 


deter? itor I such emplovee entitlement to compensation inder this titl 

t The agenecv administering the unemployment compensation law of anv 
State shall furnish to the Secretary such information as the Secretary may find 
necessary or appropriate in carrying out the provisions of this title, and such 


a} j 


nforr ator all be deemed re ports required bv the Secretary for the purposes 


of paragraph (6) of subsection (a) of section 303 


PENALTIES 


Sec. 1507. Whoever makes a false statement or representation of a material 
fact knowing 1t to be false, or knowingly fails to disclose a material fact. to ob- 
tain or increase for himself or for any other individual any payment authorized 


UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCI 1] 


to be paid under this title or under an agreement thereunder i 


more than $1,000 or im! 


REGULATIONS 











‘Sec. 1508. The Secretary is hereby authorized to make such rules at 
lations as may be necessarv to v out the provisions of this title S 
retary shall insofar as practicable consult wit rest es of the Sta 
( mployn ent compensation agencies before prescr ‘ es or re 
which may affect the performance by such agencies of funet pu int 
agreements under this title 

PPROPRIATIO® 

Src. 1509. There are herebv auth edt ( Y ated 
not otherwise appropriated suc! IMS as art eCeSSAal arr it 
of this title 

Sec. 2. Section 1606 (e) and section 1607 | rl ! | 
Tax Act are each hereby amended by insertir ft Dect r 31, 1945 
following and prior to January 1, 1955 

H. R. 858 ( 
\ >, ASS i t 
heir unempk t nt 
trade po 
be t enacted by the Senate and House of Representa f ot the U/7 \ 


imerica in Congress assembled, That this Act may be ted as th Aid to the 
Ur mpioyea Act of 1954 


Sec. 2. Title III of the Socis 





unemployment compensation ad 


thereof the following new section 


*" SUPPLEMENTARY GRANTS 


“Sec. 304. (a) If the Tariff Commission finds and the President certifies that 
unemployment in a given industry or segment thereof results from Federal tariff 
or trade policy, the State shall be reimbursed, out of the proceeds of 
duties collected under the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, during the fisca 
ending June 30, 1955, for that part of any Federal supplementary gr 
under this section which is paid by such State for the benefit of unemploye¢ 
workers in such industry or segment thereof; and an amount equal to that 


Ai 


3 ¢ ( tor 


ant paid 
1 





of the proceeds of such customs duties which is required to make such reimburs« 
ment is authorized to be transferred to such State from the general fund of the 
Treasury. 

““(b) Whenever, in accordance with a finding and certification issued under 
section (a), the Governor of any State certifies and the Secretary of Labor f 
that on or after July 1, 1954, and before July 1, 1955, the total amount of ur 
ployment compensation payable to an unemployed individual whose unem] - 
ment in a given industry or segment thereof results from Federal tariff or trad: 
policy has been incre ased by 

(1) authorizing the payment of unemployment compensation to ( 
unemployed individuals in a weekly amount not in excess of two-thirds of 
such individual’s average weekly wage; a 

2) providing that unemployment compe ation may b paid al 
such unemployed individuals for a period of not more than thirty-nit veel 
in a benefit year, such State shall be eligible for a Federal sup i 
grant as provided in this section 
c) The Secretary of Labor shall from time to time certify to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for payment to each State which is eligible therefor under t! 
tion such amounts as the Secretary of Labor determines are pavable in accord: ‘ 
with subsection (d rhe Secretary of the Treasury shall, upon receiving a cert 
fication under this subsection, pay the amount so certified to the State agency 
charged with the administration of the State unemployment compensation law 
‘“‘(d) The Federal supplementary grant payable to any State under this sectio 


shall be in an amount equal to the excess of the total unemployment compensa 
tion paid by such State to such unemployed individuals during the period begin 


ning Julv 1, 1954, and ending June 30, 1955, over the total unemployment com- 
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¢ I ‘ ave | paid ) l dua luring s I period 
Stat é ent compe ition law effect « March 30, 1954 
‘artial | f f a Federal suppl sry grant may be made to any State 
( I retor 1eT ecti b) and ( ad e ol final 
1 i ol soul ot such gra on the basis of estimate ade Vv tne 
S 4] f Labor and ipject to ich regulations as he May prescribe.” 


Ihe following communications were presented to the committee 
by the United States Civil Service Commission, the Department of 
Labor and the ci Casur'’y Department 











UNI St Civ1L SERVICE ComMIssI 
Washir mn, D. ( Vay 1 1954 
HH 1) A. Ret 
( ( nV ’ \Vlean 
I] f Represe l Washington, D. ( 
DD M Rt ) | n further rep to vour letter of Januar 18, 1954, 
( g a repor H. R. 7054, a bill to amend the Social Securit Act to 
} ent surance for Federal « a i p e€ und f other 
Tl ( 
pr € ti I ment ¢ npe atior enefits to G er ent 
f ume ter is would pavable ler the ( Pp nent 
) it101 iw of the District of ¢ imbia Phe nts W 
t present State agencies for unemplo ent « satio 
{ ( ( tiated twer the Secreta f Labor and the 
( ul Ce ( el! vould reim rse the States tor the cost the a ce I 
i ‘ T enenht pa ri ts W 1 be made direct the ec! ur ot 
La 
e | excludes from its coverage service performed | a) kiective officials 
v 1 i L ¢ ‘ anche i ne ers f the Arme l ces 
Ser re f ( r separatio Wace ure aid, and 
Lize ( ) ¢ ( de the { i cont ( tal | ted State Ala 1 
ri Yr t Ri ind the Virg islands 
( ( ( ( 1 (y I t ¢ ee i LVe 
oy { tions and benefit omparable to emp er n pr ite « pani 
A ta ) ( ) ut yu ess a ) ( ered | emp ment 
i il emplovees are among the few major g1 ps of wage earners 
~ incial protect t empk rm t 1s particular Ortant for 
| ) ( eca ( t pica iuctuat n ty er ne r DLO t 
‘ 1 eed I ipiovment compe ation coverag 1 ( 
r Fe i ) es therefore pr ciple we re I = | 
+ + tune of les ation 
I ‘ ul { the emp eC! ra e pla ( el 
ecre f La ra i tegr art of respor ties under the S 1 
\ \ rding make comment ¢ the pecih I isions Of 
i kR O54 H ( Ve iersta 2. it the Seeretalr of La r has some 
ri r i o the ) fic pr l ) ( the 
\\ ( I i] l bureau of the Budg t that ther nectio 
I rt I tte 
5 I f the ¢ m 
Vs rong yur 
Puitie Youna, Che ar 
UNITED STATI CiviL SERVICE COMMISSION 
Washington, D. ¢ June 8, 19 
He lL) EL A, REED 
CH n, Committee on Ways and Means, 
Iii e of Representative Washington, D.G 
Dear Mr. REED: Tl Civil Service Commission desires to present its views on 
H. R. 6539, a b to amend the Social Security Act to provide Inempioyment in- 
rance for Federal civilian employees, and for other purposes 
Che | would br ivilian employees of the Federal Government under the 
present State-administered unemployment compensation systen Che Federal 
Government would pay the cost through advance payments or reimbursements 
ler agreements between the Secretary of | and the States In the absence 








of an agr 


in accordance with the terms of the applicable State law. 








The bill excludes tro its coverage service perfor ed bv electiv ; als 
in the legislative and executive branches, (b) 1 bers of Armed | 
(c) Foreign Service personnel when other separation allowances are pa i 
(d) noncitizens emplovec the limits of ¢ il T i State \ 1 
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, ar i Island 

The Commission he Gove ( em] ees 1 ge LV 
working conditions and omparable to « ees | ate S 

Imost all employees in private business art overed |} 1 ‘ 
insurance; Federal en plovees are among the fey ajyor grou] I a Car 
without this desirable protecti« 

some financial protection against unemployment is parti al mporta 
Federal employees because of the typical fluctuat . Governme 
ment levels lo meet this need, une ple ( pensat 
be provided for Federal employees Therefore pI ple we re 
strongly support ti pe { le 1 

The administration of the unemployment rance plar 
Secretary of Labor a i integral part of | resp il tir ‘ t S 
Security Act. Accord ve make no ¢ ( 
H. R. 6539. Howeve leratand tha S 
revisions to offer r f ( 

By direction of the | ( 


partment of Labor 1 
Syste t \ ( i > il I 
in this field. I will grea ip 
at the earliest possible DOr 
The b i s Tor i é = | il | \ 
The amendment ! ( { ( ( 
tions made by t President it ‘ mie I I Ja al 28 M4 
regard to 1) extending coverag f the to em] ye! 
2) redefining the ter: agricultural labor’ to « ut ed 
of the old-age al { _ r\ \ I I > rance ~ [ I al ! , } I { . { > 
grant re ( ax rate ) rh ie ) i S 
ot the aratt pill 1 1 technical a i 
tax in quarterly insta ents I ar os a xpia i 
which I will appreciate your hay incorporated e ( QT ul R 
at the time the bill is introduecs 
Che Bureau of the Budget has advised that t ralt : i 
the program of the President 
Sincerely yours, 
J P. M 
SECT E / I 


EXPLANATION OF Bi To ExTEeND Cove! EO I NEMPLOYMENT C'OMPEN- 
SATION SYSTEM AND PROVIDE REDUCED KRatT! oR NEW MPLOY 


Section 1. FE-rtensior f coverage to employees of « ye f é 


At present, the Federal Unemploy ent Tax Act taxes onl those ¢ plovers 


who employ 8 or more workers in each of 20 weeks dur the veay plo 

of firms with less than eight workers are thus left outside the protectio the 
unemployment insurance svsten miess coverage I the State iW oes bev¢ } 
that of the Federal law Seventeen States do tax all emplovers 1 tte 

few thev en ploy but 12 of these States have at e or eal ngs tatu rt 





four States contain a size limitation; in 12 of these, the limitation is from 3 to 


workers; in the other 22, the limitation is similar to the Federal limitation of 8 
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‘ eq > 1 ¢ et f ) 
‘ ( r i ( Lnest { oO 
I ‘ end ‘ ‘ Dp ‘ l rance tem to ‘ ploye 
e def e te ‘ I ! thie le 
| t ) 4 pot 1 
| a ( te l I fir 1 Ss i 
| t ‘ ( L1utO il ( ( I 
Che la f t s ! cl 
re if 
1 thi endment. Exp that ! ler t 
ce la f the 17 State il V1 
l ma lustrial States as Per nia, Califor 1 
M { it t { | Lhie¢ ad l! { t Least lit ) 
1 if ecords I these smaller employe 
i , ! D iget ( iv i January i LYo4 1 1 I 
re t ] Os Q54. re ly pro pt tension ¢ ( t 
provide t linent. Such ext yn has also beer 
} ‘ | } a) Ad Ce ) | lovinent Securit wd int ul 
( | ment Securit \or 
\ i , > ' 7 ; or id 
I | Unemployment Act ¢ ) 1¢ ri 
ea let t tvpes of wor titute agricu 
ich exelusic The bill do ose to ext ( 
laho 1c 1 + + + It lo ) é no t 
; ; ¢ } } : iti co yrmit 
1 ] I 3) IM es , 2 1 a lI Y in é 1 + 
Phe result of the ent \ to extend coverage t 
1 ery es pert ectl T T T ot 
| t i it tu I t | t 
i i 1 ( 
, ,OOW) rk ] | ' 
t Y I 
1 
. ( 
‘ i 
I I ed i 
i i i ratio I \ 
i i i ra I \ t 
ficat 1 
1 he ( 
1A mier i 
i ! m I 
t eT i i i ’ I 
\ i il el i aa ypera e organizatl V ( é i 
! ‘ an uni porated f operators if mibe operatol 
the group 1s more than 20 I} vould remove an existing Inequity since formal 
oO i cooperative regardless of ( ar now co red, Dut larger uni orpo 
rated groups of operators are 1 This proposed change, like the other en 
tioned above, would make the definition correspond to that used for purposes of 
the old-age and st l iran yvstem 
Similarly, cov 1 be extended to services performed off the farm in 
connection with the raising or harvesting of m hroom the processing Of maple 


sap into maple syrup and maple sugar as distinguished from the gathering of 
maple sap, and the hatching of poultry In addition, the bill will extend coverage 
to services pr rformed in connection with the operation of ditches, canals, reser 
voirs and waterways which are owned or operated for profit and are therefore in 
reality an industrial venture and not merely an incident to the farming operation 
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corporates the old-age 1 l LVOr irTance 
Section 8. Reduced lies for ne employe 

In all States emplovers are granted reductio 
must pay the State if the inemployme 
rt Ked ra I emp la A 
agal t their Federal ( plo i 
received such a ré I 


onl if the S t law 1 i : 

before | can be i { ‘ i i 
required to pa 1 iX I i 

el 1! I iT i i 

State this l i 

un npl ent taxe rhe r ! a 


they can perhaps least ifford 
Chis bill ’ rye 
to! ( Di” re , 
the { . wan f 
‘ I) I i ‘ 
nas had expe 
has had ‘ ' 
\ ha 1c ¢ ) ( 
aim al i j 
col qd ed ne { 


¢ idt ret 

e iblished emn ) ( } 
other word Wat- Cel ( 

with 3 vears’ experience, at least 4 p 


2 years’ experience 


trative burde! 1¢ id other ( ( ( SOO OOD 
taxpayers added bv sect | of the ll were perinitted to pay t 

installments hl natic of t pro f ' a9 

on the taxpavers: this ndicated | f fact 4 , an aa 

taxes due are 1 | 1 at the time of f { re 

ment payment optio Furthermore ‘ ( ‘ 

tax the un plo ent ta s not due ryt t fter ¢ it 

taxable wages are paid The old-age and sur t ‘ 

hand, is pavabie ll yUuarteriv instaliiment a 

are paid 








16 UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCI 


UNITI STATI DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 


ax. Commitioe on Wave and Meat 



































( me / , 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. ¢ 
Dear CONGRESSMAN ReEeEpD: This is in further response to your request for the 
views and recommendations of this Department on H. R. 6537, H. R. 6539, and 
H. R. 7054, bills to amend the Social Security Act to provide unemployment 
insurance for Federal civilian employees, and for other purposes. 
Che Department of Labor urges favorable consideration of H. R. 6537 and 
H. R. 6539, identieal bills which would extend unemplovment Insurance protectior 
» Federal workers under conditions set bv the States in which they last worked, 
with Federal reimbursement to the States of the cost of the program 
Che Presid t strongly recommended this itvpe of legis ion in his economic 
report the Congress of January 28, 1954 As he stated, a worker laid off by a 
Gover ( weney gets no unemplovment benefits despite the fact that in many 
f Federal jobs he is as vu le to lay off or disn I ory worker, 
The I il (rovernment should ( De the positio less favorable 
( Lith of employment ti are required of private 
W respect to these 2 | the Bureau of the Budget has advised this 
Dey irtment of the eed for 2 substantive amendments Che first of hese 
would add to the 5 eategories of workers now exeluded from the coverage of the 
| 7 additiona gories in order to conform as nearly as possible to the exelu 
tr the o e and survivors insurance law as set forth in section 210 
A a ( of the Social Security Act These exclusions cover types ot employ- 
ment whit ire either very brief or of such @ nature as not to be appropriate for 
( IS1OI I! al unemployment compensation program \ numbe r of other 
cate ries excluded from the old-age and survivors insurance law are not included 
in the proposal Chey cover types of services which are appropriate for exclusiot1 
fro i long-term old-age insurance law, but not from a short-term unemployment 
compensatio 1, or which were excluded from the old age insurance law 
oni cause they are covered by other retireme! Ssvstems \ draft amendme: 
sett forth a revised definition of Federal service to cover these additiona 
exclu Ss attached 
ond ent ir to a pro y! e old-age and or 
i i i ( I | 205 ( ) secu A Phi 
i ‘ ( | ovid ’ Federal employing age i rf the 
Sta i ull LK¢ I 1 it re eC“ » certa fa ese finding 
ind co { Vision for correctlo t I LO { 
‘ ro I ems WV ould thus be s ected sol 
i age f I ure | hether a@ pal lar work¢ is or Nas no 
pert pg ra I ea { the bill, (2 lover eriod ¢ 
eT > ne a I of re ineration for s h services wd (4 east 
i ) el | All f these fir ing nvol que ons ol ed i 
( | ( und Wage h require iform application at the Federal level 
rathe i erpreta yl non-Federal jurisdictior The States would, 
( LrL tle O apply ti ria uli OUNMer re ects and ¢ ili Other issues 
la i Ing t la ae Oo arr out amendment sugeac ed above 
\ ‘ a | note, the procedures under which the Federal agencié 
we I uuld be provide d in regulations of the S« cretar of 
La the bills to issue implementing regulations Pro- 
rors or on ( 1 the Federal agen findings 
Cal ‘ at I 
The D 3O ( ld like to suggest certain techr amend 
ents ar that the Secretary of Labor has authority 
delegate certain functions to Territorial officials and agencies; provide for the 
recovery from claimants of benefits paid as the result of willful nondisclosure or 
! representation of material facts: and provide for the earliest possible payment 
of unemployment benefits to Federal workers I am enclosing a draft amend 
ment which would effectuate these technical suggestions 


addition, I believe that some provisio should be made authorizing the 


is after a designated period of vears, or under the terms 


You have also requested our views with respect to H. R. 7054 This bill 
would carry out in most respects the President’s recommendation for extending 
the unemplovment compensation system to Federal « mplovee ¢ However, there 
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(60 Stat. 999 
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ville Power Administrator if su 
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‘ ind oO tudent employees of hospitals of the Federal Government 
U. S. C., see. 1052), 
LO rv verformed vy any individua is al ployer rvi Ol 1 
OTA ASIs ust I fire, storms, ¢ juake, flood, or other similar 
( 
service performed by a idividual as an emplovee who is employed 
1 Federal relief program to relieve } fro iemployu , OF 
2 I ‘ pertormed sa mber of aS ate, co tv, orcomu nit co 
inder tt! Producti und Marketing Administrat vr of any other 
rd, Couns ( I et I ( similar bod iniess ch board, council 
( tee, or other bod 5s composed exel ely of ind luals ¢ erwist 
employ of e | ed States 
H. R. 6539-—-UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION RI It IeMPLOY . 
ECH MENDMEN 
2 ) ) § (d) of seetion 1503 i it period a 
of first ser ( id the foll ° 
i 1e1 i » Suc cla and a cies of Pu Ric und tt Virgir 
ch d on to ssary in cart ; pose of 
2.0 e 12, page 11,1 ber s yn 1508 to 1508 (a) and add a 
An pers W » 1 AKCS or Cau s " vce It 
i r rep ntation of a ul ( ) i oO be 
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if < da ( i mp 3A his { ) 
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3 i ( iv | for ( nd from whiclt wwoUl is p 1 
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Int dedut if ! I co Dp { ul ) 
{ 2 i ) I wi the find f the « ce of such 
I } tat is Hee! ] ( i co I 
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\ \ 1 t 1a 4 ( ‘ ( I 2 i 1 
' I D ! comp i I i 
2,3 ou aat anual l, 1953 A rt tt late 
toot pa r I a ) i 1 < illie 2 i rs | ) ( 
1 Lec CT Yoo A a 1s I lat J s0) 1954 
2, page 12 out date ‘‘Januar 1, 1954" and sert the da 
J 195 \ icceptable alternative would | ) plac ich dates with 
‘ ivs afte nactment 
— 
PREASURY DEPARTMENT 
Washington 25, June 9, 195 
H 1EL A. REED, ‘ 
Chairman, Cor ttee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C 
/eAR Mr. CuHatrRMAN: This is in response to the request of Mr. Thomas A. 
Ma acting clerk of vour committee, for the views of the Treasury Department 
on sé I t H R 8857, 6539, 65: 7054, and 8585 now under consideration 
to revise var is Aspe s of the unemployment compensatiol rogram 
e bill, H,. R. 8857, would (a) extend the application of the Federal Unemploy 
ent Tax Act to employer of one or mplovees: (b) redefine agricult ral 
por to ex le commercial processing, ig it coincide with the definition in 
the Federal Insurance Contributions Act c) revise the 3-year experience rating 
requirement; and (d) would eliminate installment payments of the Federal unem 
pi nent tax 


At the present time the Federal unemployment tax applies only to firms with 





8 o1 re employees, and a large proportion of employers are not subject to tax 
Many States have been reluctant to expand their systems to include firms that are 
al levy, and individuals working for such employers have, 
protection of the unemployment compensation program. 
hip on the employees concerned, and has denied small 
the best skilled members of the labor force Moreover, 
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restricted coverage has reduced conti Ol ( iplov ( i 
pensation program can make toward economic stat I e 
of the Federal tax and making it feasible for all the States e applica 





tion of their unemployment compenss 
valuable contribution toward maintail 
employment 

The Treasury Department is charged with the collection of the Federal unem- 
ployment tax, and in the Department’s view extension of the tax would not in\ e 


tion programs, H 














any serious admi e difficulties. I \ ‘ ( ad 
of the Internal Re service, Dut all the emmy el vyho w id be br gtit 
within the scope of the unemployment tax are alrea pyect t tax for ! ~ 
of old-age and survivors insurance, and there mav be ortunities for 
reporting that would provide some offse 

It should be noted that enactinent of H. R. 8857 1 yt olve the ‘ 
ate imposition of a 3-percent Federal tax on all firn a an Set 
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I 1d ariff 7 | i of al vo e ¢ i 
f emp! ent M i ) vel a Sta | 
1 er the t it \ ild other e paid ou ler lay 
Jepa t ( 4 1 l oO rie AUSE lisplace 
4 1 i rea ( | I i ise t Dp | 
I I ra © Ci I ( I mie lr ad eco 
0 es ar iffected | ma fa oft era 
d ft er prefe technological change popu- 
tl alla ra nateria ( il | f cond ) and 
t i I vid rade and tariff p lr} ene Dp i 
ra ( pic lent co i itl re 1 ul wnd 
1 1 Dia ll t relied uy cu Oo t yf 
i ect t tl vile 1 ca em] 
( l a I 1 this connection that vour committee and the House . 
Representative ive approved H. R. 5173 providing for a loan fund that 
i ate any financial problems confronting a State with a relative If 
nployment irrespective of its origir \ccordingly the Depart- 
ds against enactment of H. R. 8585 
1) rb ‘ e Budget as advised the Treasury Department : 
that there is no objection to the presentation of this report 
Ve \ 


icting Secretary of the Treasury. 

The CuHatrMan. The first witness this morning will be Hon. Arthur 
A. Larson, Under Secretary of Labor. 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Forand. 

Mr. Foranp. Mav I at this time request that you allow, as you 
state in your letter here, witnesses to testify on the bill which I and 
81 other members of the House introduced? I realize that it was 
introduced only last Thursday, but, as you say in your letter, I think 
that would prove satisfactory to all who care to speak on the subject 
because the third of your letter says 


It would therefore seem that it would not be proper to formally include H. R. 9430 


\ 


for consideration during these hearings. 
And I agree with that statement. 


However, you may be assured that any person desiring to direct his testimony 
to your bill will receive the careful attention of this committee. 


The CHarrMan. That is correct. 

Mr. Foranp. And my hope is that they will comment on the bill 
as they go along. 

The CHarrmMan. I mean just what I said, sir. 

Mr. Foranp. I thought you did, but I wanted it for the record, 
You always say what you mean and mean what yousay. Thank you, 

The CHarrMan. For the record, Mr. Secretary, please give your 
name and the capacity in which you appear. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. ARTHUR LARSON, UNDER SECRETARY OF 
LABOR, ACCOMPANIED BY MERRILL G. MURRAY, ASSISTANT 
TO THE DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY; 
PHILIP BOOTH, CHIEF, DIVISION OF PROGRAM POLICY AND 
LEGISLATION, UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE SERVICE, BUREAU 
OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY, AND GEORGE F. ROHRLICH, CHIEF, 
DIVISION OF ACTUARIAL AND FINANCIAL SERVICES, BUREAU 
OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Mr. Larson. I am Arthur Larson, the Under Secretary of Labor 

I might say, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, that 
on your program you have listed three other members of the Depart- 
ment of Labor as testifying here. I think I will try to tell the whole 
story myself if I ean, so it will not be necessary to call the other thre 

I want to thank you very much for giving me this opportunity to 
come here this morning and talk on these bills with r spect. to 
unemployment compensation, 

First, I will have my associates identify themselves 

Mr. Murray. | am Merrill G. Murray, Assistant to the D rector 

Jureau of Employment Security 

Mr. Booru. I am Philip Booth, Chief of the Division of Program 
Policy and Legislation within the Bureau of Employment Security 

Mr. Rouwruicu. I am George Rohrlich, Chief of the Division of 
Actuarial and Financial Services, also in that Bureau, 

The CuarrMan. All right, Mr. Larson, you may proceed 

Mr. Larson. Allof these billsexcept the one, H .R.8585, as you know, 
deal in one way or another with 4 recommendations of the President 
submitted to Congress in his Economie Report of January 28, 1954. 
with regard to Federal legislation on unemployment imsurance 

These four things are: First, extension of the Federal unemployment 
tax to employers of one or more employees; second, extension of the 
tax act to certain services for employers in the processing of agricul- 
tural products; third, provisions to enable employers to get the benefit 
of experience rating after a minimum of 1 year instead of 3 years, as 
now; and, finally, extension of unemployment insurance to Federal 
civilian workers. 

[ would like to start with H. R. 8857, which was introduced recently 
by the chairman of this committee. The administration strongly 
endorses all the provisions of this bill. They carry out in full the 
first three recommendations of the President which I have just 
mentioned. By far the most important part of this bill, of course, is 
section 1 which extends coverage to employers of 1 or more employees, 
instead of 8 or more for 20 weeks as now 

The administration very strongly urges extension of coverage as 
provided in this amendment. After all, the exclusion of any firms that 
do not employ 8 or more for 20 weeks simply means that the emplovees 
of these firms just do not get the benefits of unemployment insurance 
unless it happens that the particular State voluntarily has reduced 
the minimum number of employees to something below that 

A number of States have done that and you can see at the bottom 
of page 2 of this printed statement the extent to which each of these 
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States has extended its requirements for compulsory coverage below 
the 8 or more for 20 weeks standard. 

There are still 22 States that have stayed with the minimum Federal 
coverage of 8 or more workers for 20 weeks. Then we have 6 or more 
in 2 States, Wisconsin and Illinois. We have 4 or more coverage in 
8 States, including New York, New Jersey, Rhode Island, Connecticut, 
Louisiana, Kentucky, New Hampshire, and Oregon, I believe; 3 or 
more in Ohio and Arizona, and that leaves 17 that have on their own 
motion reduced the standard of coverage to 1 or more employees. 

That includes such important States as Pennsylvania, Arkansas, 
California, Massachusetts, Washington, and about a dozen others. 
In all fairness, I] should mention that among these 17 States, six of 
them cover employees of 1 or more at any time as the present bill 
proposes. These include again Pennsylvania and Washington, and 
some others. 

Six of the seventeen do so only if the payroll is of a certain size 
during the year and five of them do so only if a certain specified num- 
ber of weeks is worked by these employees. 

As the President pointed out in his Economic Report, it is estimated 
that these limitations on coverage that are now in the Federal and 
State acts mean that there are about 3.4 million workers in this coun- 
try that simply are not getting the benefits of une mployment insur- 
ance, and so the President in his Budget Message and Economic Re- 
port did urge prompt extension of unemployment insurance to these 
uncovered groups. 

Gentlemen, at the outset I think probably I ought to stress that the 
issue in this set of proposals is really very simple indeed, and although 
we probably will have to go into some statistics, and figures, and costs, 
and so on, I hope it will be possible to keep in mind all along that the 
real issue is just this: Is the tragedy of unemployment any less severe 
for a man just because he happens to be an employee of a small firm 
instead of the employee of a large firm with thousands of workers? 

If unemployment insurance is really a good thing for two-thirds of 
the workers of this country, is it not just that much better a thing for 
as many more as you can possibly cover administratively? 

If it is a good thing for preserving purchasing power and preventing 
the downward spiral that goes with layoffs, will it not be just that 
much more effective in the carrying out of this economic purpose if 
you enlarge the coverage to the greatest extent that is administra- 
tively feasible? 

I think everybody would agree with that and I think everybody 
would’ agree that the only conceivable reason the employees of these 
small firms were not covered from the beginning was the question, at 
the time when the whole system was untried, whether it was adminis- 
tratively practical to cover these people. Nobody questioned it 
would be a good thing if it could be done. 

For example, the Advisory Council to the President’s Committee on 
Economic Security way back in 1934, which was the group that laid 
the groundwork for this legislation, actually made the following com- 
ment in dealing with the question of how many employees should be 
required for compulsory coverage: 


A broader coverage than that suggested is deemed desirable by the Advisory 
Council, but practical considerations lead us to recommend that it be limited as 
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above outlined in inaugurating the system. We recommend, however, that the 
Federal administrative authority study the problem of extending the coverage of 
the employees of less than 6 employees 

They happened to be recommending six or more at the time. They 
also go on to say: 

We recommend also that it work out plans for unemployment compensation to 
the employees of the Federal Government. 

So, you see, it Was contemplated from the start by the very people 
who worked this all out that you had to start with a figure like this in 
order to get this untried system going, but that you should start right 
in from that point 20 years ago and work toward this sort of thing that 
we are bringing up here this morning, a much more universal coverage 

This figure of eight or more, as you gentlemen know better than I 
do—many of you have been with this much longer than I have—was 
a kind of compromise. There was not anything terribly scientific 
about it at the time. I think, as I recall, the Senate had the figure of 
4, and the House had a figure of 10, and somehow it was split and it 
came out 8. 

Mr. Coorer. Would you mind repeating that statement? 

Mr. Larson. In the original legislation the Advisory Council, I 
believe, recommended 6 or more, the House had a bill, I believe, with 
10 or more in it, and the Senate had something like 4 or more in it, so 
it came out 8. 

Mr. Coorrr. I was on the committee at the time and am somewhat 
familiar with the situation. 

Mr. Larson. Yes, I know. I think I have it right, have I not? 

Mr. Cooper. That is my recollection, substantially so. 

Mr. Larson All the benefits of unemployment imsurance, if we can 
possibly administratively extend them to this broader group of people, 
will be just that much more effective. 

I think perhaps I should point out that the well-known benefit in 
preventing this vicious spiral that we hear so much about when you 
lay people off and then they lose their purchasing power and less goods 
are produced and more people are laid off, the check on that by 
unemployment insurance will now be extended to many more localities. 

For example, many small communities where small firms predom 
inate will now begin to get the economic benefit of this sort of thing 
where they never did before. 

I think now we might turn to some of the various objections that 
have been raised to the coverage of one or more employees. These 
are fairly familiar. [ am sure you know them all very well, but I would 
like to take them 1 by 1 because the administration has gone over these 
very carefully and has reached the conclusion that none of these 
objections are valid or supportable. 

Probably the one that is heard the most frequently is, “Whatever 
you may say and whatever the merits of all this might be, is not this, 
after all, something for the States to do? Should we not continue to 
leave this job up to the States and let them decide how many people 
should be compulsorily covered? 

I have just read you this quotation from the Advisory Council that 
worked on the original legislation and it seems to me to be perfectly 
clear from that statement that it was always contemplated that this 
particular question of how many employees you had to have before 
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VOU Wert compulsorily covered Was & GUE Sstion to! the Federal Gove rie 


ment 

It is the Government that Pi ked that hneure mn the first place, and 
right from the start, according to this quotation, 1t was inte nded to 
continue to study th figure and see if it could not be cut down and 


coverage extended by Federal action as soon as it was administrative! 


1) } 
; rm } 1 i 
ihe vel fact that it is the Federal | cisiation that origimally pul 
that figure of eight in there must mean that it was intended that that 
' 1 ; oe : 
figure should be subject to amendment by Federal action when the 


Lime Wiis ripe ior greater coverace 
Ni SIMPSON Mii Chairman 


The CHatrMan. Mr. Simpson would like to inquire 


Mir. Simpson. That does not answer your question You asked 
the question Why should t not be left to the States? Why should it 
now be assumed by the Federal Government? Then you cite wha 
was recommended back in 1934, but vou do not wnswel the question 


Mir. LARSON I think probably one of thre many considerations 
here is the fact that there has not been a single extension of coverac' 
in this direction for 8 vears DY the States. 

Mr. Simpson, That only proves that the State does not want it 

Mir. Larson. On the other hand, in addition to the 6 States with 
coverage of 1 or more at any time, 32 of the States have expre ssly put 
into their acts a provision that when the Federal Government does 
make its extension of coverage and change this figure of 8 or more 
thev will automatically ro along It seems to me to indicate that 
they are sort of waiting for the Federal Government to take the lead 
in this and to carry out this extension on a countrywide basis, jusl 
ius thre Federal Crovernment laid the basis for countrywide eoveragce 
in the first place to avoid the competition ol differentials between 
different regions 

I should probably also add there that this is a subject in which the 


Federal Government has a very legitimate interest After all, when 
thir os Oo wrong in the realm of unemployment people come to the 
Federal Government There is a definite, recognized obligation and 
duty of the Federal Government here Unemployment IS not a 
State-by-State matter 


When something goes wrong in the manufacture of automobiles 
and the demand falls off vou begin to feel it in parts manufacturers 
retail establishments, tire manufacturers, repairmen, and everybody 
else throughout the country. 

(nother answer to your question, sir, would be the fact that this 
is a Federal tax act that we are talking about. It is the duty, it 
seems to me, of the Federal Government in its own tax act to see to it 
that it is not unnecessarily unfair and discriminatory, and if it is 
discriminatory for no good reason justified by administrative neces 
sity, then it seems to me that it is the duty of the Federal Govern- 
ment in dealing with its own tax act to see to it that it does not have 
unequitable discrimination against people who employ 8 or 9 or 10, 
as distinguished from people who employ 1 or 3 or 7. 

Mr. Cooper. Mr. Chairman, would it be convenient to inquire 
at this point? Would it disturb you, Mr. Larson, in making your 
statement? 


\Ir LARSON No Carry on 
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Mr. Cooper. I would just like to ask a few questions for infor- 
mation. 1] am not undertaking to indicate my position on this 
question at this time, but simply to get some information along the 
line that Mr. Simpson was inquiring 

Did I understand you correctly to say that there now are 17 States 
that provide for one or more? 

Mr. Larson. That is correct, yes. 

Mr. Cooper. And your position is then that the other 31 States 
should be required to do what the 17 States are doing? 

Mr. Larson. That is right, yes 

Mr. Cooper. And you think, then, that the great majority of the 
States, having elected to take a different view of things, should be 
required to do by law what a minority of the States are doing 
voluntarily? 

Mr. Larson. I have tried to indicate the reasons why I think a 
great many of the States are ready for this kind of change and also 
the reason why it is a matter of Federal interest and Federal policy 
and Federal concern that a change like this be undertaken, that it 
was a Federal choice in the first place to start at this eight or more level 
and with the distinct understanding from the very beginning that that 
was only a temporary expedient while administrative experience was 
being built up and that it would ultimately be brought down to a more 
extensive coverage as experience was gained, and that is all that 
this provision is designed to do. 

Mr. Cooper. Is it not true that perhaps the controlling reason for 
the Federal Government acting in this field in the beginning was 
because of the competitive situation between businesses throughout 
the country? 

Mr. Larson. That was one of the important reasons, ves 

Mr. Coorer. And then it was also thought plausible to leave a 
degree of the discretion with the States as to the way in which they 
handled the program? 

Mr. Larson That is correct 

Mr. Cooper. Now you take the position that it should be federal- 
ized more than it has been in the past? 

Mr. Larson. No. There is a distinction it seems to me, between 
the different details of this legislation; certain details were left up to 
the States and certain details were passed upon by the Federal Govern- 
ment. There were not very many, just a few, but this was one of the 
few that the Federal Government made a detailed provision on 

When you come to benefit amounts and duration, without expressing 
for the moment an opinion on the merits, and proposals to set Federal 
standards in this regard, there is nothing about that now in the 
Federal legislation at all, so that if you were going to set Federal 
standards on dollar amounts or on weekly durations of benefits, then 
you would have a totally different question, it seems to me. However, 
here you have a standard, if you like, or a figure that is an inherent 
part of the Federal detailed legislation on the subject and it seems to 
me it must have been understood, as this legislative history shows. 
that it was intended to be subject to change by the Federal Govern- 
ment as time went on. 

Mr. Cooper. On that point, there is no question about Congress 
having the right to change the law. I do not see much weight in that 
argument. Congress certainly can change the law and has changed it 
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a number of times. This whole matter of unemployment insuranc: 
was originated by Mr. Lewis of Maryland who was then a member of 
this committee. He introduced a bill on the subject before the Ad- 
visory Council to which you refer was ever created. It was my 
privilege to be a member of the Lewis subcommittee and we worked 
on the matter for months and then it was determined that the Presi- 
dent would appoint this Advisory Council to which you refer, and one 
of the controlling reasons advanced in the very beginning for the un- 
employment insurance program was to try to level off the peaks and 
valleys of employment and unemployment, and also to provide this 
Federal tax so as to meet the situation with respect to competition 
between businesses throughout the country 

As I recall, at least one State of the Union—lI think it was Wis- 
consi had unemployment Insurance before there was ever any 
Federal law enacted: 1s that correct? 

Mr. Larson. Yes; they had a law which had actually been enacted 
before, but the benefits were not paid until after 

Mr. Cooper. And other States could have done the same thing 

Mr. Larson. That is right 

Mr. Cooper. However, it was soon apparent that this competitive 
element entered into it and therefore it was thought advisable to have 
a Federal tax, 

Mr. Larson. Yes 

Mr. Coorprr. However, subsequent to that time, with the provision 
for the so-called experience rating, at least to some extent, the question 
of uniformity of tax to meet the competitive situation was considerably 
altered, was it not? 

Mr. Larson. Uniformity of tax? 

Mr. Cooprer. Experience rating. 

Mr. Larson. Ye Ss; that came in somewhat after the original enact 
ment 

Mr. Cooper. To some extent at least that altered the original con- 
ception of having a uniform tax throughout all of the country to meet 
the competitive situation, did it not? 

Mr. Larson. That is right 

Mr. Coorrr. So now you think the program should be more fed- 
eralized and although the States now have the right to provide for 
one or more if in their discretion they think they should, you think 
all the States should be required to do what 17 States are now volun- 
tal ly doing? 

Mr. Larson. I do not think I would describe that as greater fed- 
eralization. It is really no greater federalization to say you must 
cover one or more than that you must cover eight or more because 
you are dealing with exactly the same detail. It is just bringing up to 
date exactly what was done back in the days when you were active in 
the preparation of this legislation. 

Mr. Cooper. Of course, it has been recommended a number of 
times in the past by previous administrations 

Mr. Larson. I realize that. 

Mr. Cooper. It has been recommended that the law be amended 
so as to provide for coverage of one or more. 

Mr. Larson. Yes, and I think the time is ripe right now. 

Mr. Cooper. Previous administrations thought the time was ripe 
then and recommended it, but Congress did not follow that recom- 
mendation. That is true, is it not? 
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Mr. Larson. Yes, that is true I sincerely hope it will this time 
| feel the ball is on the 5-vard line and Lis time it really rot pushed 
over 
Mr. Cooper. Just one more question, if 1 ma [t is your position 
that the unemployment insurance program is sound; is that correct? 
Mr. LARSON Absolutely 
Mr. Coorger. And that it is desirabl 
Mr. Larson. Definitely 
Mr. Coorrer. And in the interests of the people of the count: 
Ir. Larson. Definitely, yes 


. Mr. Cooper. And has operated satisfactorily 
Nir LLARSON Not entirely, but by and tareve, ves It Is doing’ the 
bulk ol the job it Was intended to do What we have to do 1s to per 


feet it and get rid of the inade quacy and shortcomings it has as rapidh 
as we can 
Mr. Cooper. It has operated satisfactorily so far as 1t has gone 
Mr. Larson. I would say on the whole, ves 
Mr. Coorer. Now vou want to go further and extend it furthe 
Mer LARSON. | would like to see t] 
who really need it, about 6 million more peopl 
Mr. Mason. Mr. Chairman 
The CHarrMan. Mr. Mason will inquire 
Mr. Mason. Following up the questions of M Cooper, when tl 


i¢ benefits extended to the peopl 


program was adopted in the first place the Federal Government said 
“Wei will establish a standard for the coverags eight or mol 
However, the Federal Government d mack and said, ‘‘We will not 
enter the field of the dollar amour ot benefit nor the length of 
benefits. Let the States do that for the 

Is that right? 

Mr. Larson. That is correct, yes. 

Mir. Mason. And in accepting 1t 0 bart isis now 
perfectly proper for the Federal Government and the Congress to 
alone the same lines as it did in the first ] ( Sit not 

Mr. Larson. That is right 

Mr. Nl ASON The only question that 
this extended coverage will take in s« rs on additional! 
ees 

e Mr. Larson. That is righ 

Mr. Mason. How many additional emplo 
you know, approximately? 

Mr LLARSON You have to distin ish di een the mb 

A will come in additionally under the f } ta the Federal 

course, and those that will con Lunas tt) yI e laws 

Mr. Mason. Yes 

Mr. Larson. It will bring in under St laws, an added 1,400,000 


Mr. Mason. 1.400.000 emplovers and that will cover how man 


? employees? 
Mr. Larson. Three and a half million roughly. 
Mr. M ASON. An average of less than thre 
Mr. Larson. Yes, that is correct 
Mr. Knox. Mr. Chairman 
The CHarrMan. Mr. Knox will inquire 
Mr. Knox. I would like to ask the Secretary a question. Mi 
Secretary, you made the statement that there were some 32 State 


ers 
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who now have definite provisions in their laws that would not inter- 
fere with the amendments that would be enacted by the Congress if 
we followed these recommendations. What are the States that do 
not have the definite provision in their laws and what would be the 
mandate upon those States should the Congress enact the recommenda- 
tions following these bills? 

Mr. Larson. Of course, I do not have those names right in my 
memory. Perhaps I could get them for you here. I do know that 
of the 13 that do not have it, some of those are the one or more States 
already, so there would be a comparatively few number where special 
legislation would be necessary. I believe the ones that do not have 
it are Alaska, Arkansas, California—those are all one or more States 
District of Columbia, Hawaii, and Montana. 

Here are the States that do not have automatic coverage of the 
Federal standards: Michigan, Colorado, South Carolina; which are 
8 or more States, New Jersey, and Oregon, which are 4 or more States, 
Ohio, which is 3 or more, and then 7 States with 1 or more provisions 
already, but with some restriction, are Arkansas, California, Idaho, 
Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, and Wyoming. With your permis- 
sion, Mr. Chairman, I would like to insert a table at this point giving 
the States which have an automatic coverage provision as well as 
the coverage of all States. 

The CHatrMAN. Without objection it is so ordered. The Chair 
hears none. 

(The table referred to follows:) 


State cove age of «¢ mployers automatically resulting from extension of coverage under 
Federal Unemployment Tax Act 


l or more at any time: Alaska, District of Columbia, Hawaii, Maryland, 
Pennsylvania, Washington 6 

Automatic coverage resulting from Federal extension: Alabama, Arizona, 
Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, 
Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, North 
Dakota, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, 


Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin 32 
Total__- 38 
Not automatic 

Size-of-firm restriction: Michigan, Colorado, South Carolina, 8 or more; 
New Jersey, Oregon, 4 or more; Ohio, 3 or more 6 

1 or more with payroll or weeks of employment restriction: Arkansas, 
California, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Wyoming 7 
Total 13 


Mr. Knox. [assume from that statement that it would be necessary 
for these States to call a special session of the legislatures in order to 
enact the necessary legislation in order to conform with the Federal 
program should this bill be enacted into law? 

Mr. Larson. State legislation would be necessary in several of 
these States to give full expression to this Federal legislation and 
Standard, but in the meantime, people could voluntarily elect in these 
States coverage in accordance with Federal standards, and I think 
that could go a long way toward taking care of the transitional period. 

Mr. Knox. You named 38 States that had definite provisions with- 
in their laws to cover 1 or more employees should the Congress enact 
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this legislation. These other 10 do not have that provision in the 
law; is that correct? 

Mr. Larson. There are 6 that would be affected since they do not 
have 1 or more provisions. Six States would be principally affected 

Mr. Knox. We have some States covering three or more. Do they 
have the provision in the law today that would conform to the Federal 
Act as recommended in this bill? 

Mr. Larson. The six States where some sort of State legislative 
action would be necessary for full implementation of this would be 
Michigan, Colorado, South Carolina, New Jersey, Oregon, and Ohio, 
but, as I say, this is strictly a transitional problem which to a con- 
siderable extent could be taken care of by voluntary election by em- 
ployers in the meantime. 

Mr. Knox. ] am not too sure because of the fact that you made the 
statement that there were only 38 States that coal 1 conform to this 
legislation should it be enacted; there must be some definite reason in 
these other 10 States where the law does not conform with this pro- 
vision in this particular bill that they would a to have legislation 
in order to conform to Federal law should it be enacted 

Mr. Larson. I do not think I would attach very much significance 
tothat. I think they probably just have not gotten around to passing 
that kind of anticipatory conforming legislation 

Mr. Knox. What I wanted to make clear is that 1 do not want to 
cause some of the State legislatures to be called into special session 
for one sole purpose of enacting legislation to conform with a Federal 
act when we have already granted to the States that right to set up 
legislation governing unemployment compensation on the State level. 
I know in Mic higan, my home State, the legislature had this question 
before it many times, the question of covering one or more employees, 
but at no time have they ever taken affirmative action, 

The legislature left it as it was originally, and | believe those people 
who represent the people of the great State of Michigan are much 
closer to the people than the Congress is, and there is a question in 
my mind as to.the right or justification of the Congress intervening 
now at this late date to direct the State of Michigan or any other State 
as to how they are going to operate the unemployment compensation 
fund of the State which that legislature is responsible for. It seems to 
me that we should have that made quite clear, as to whether or not 
it is going to take additional legislation to have the State have its 
law conform with any Federal law that we may enact at this session of 
Congress. 

Mr. Larson. As a matter of fact, Michigan as an expression of 
public policy by the legislature did attempt to adopt this anticipatory 
s asbduiind legislation. It was held unconstitutional by the Michigan 
Supreme Court. 

Mr. Knox. Are you going to ask the Congress then at this time to 
ask the State of Mic higan to enact legislation which has been deter- 
mined unconstitutional as far as the State constitution is concerned? 

Mr. Larson. There is nothing unconstitutional about the legislation. 
The only unconstitutional thing was the anticipatory delegation of the 
change making it dependent on Federal legislation. So far as the 
Federal Government’s action in this field is concerned, in acting 
upon the States, it is no different from what it was in the first place. 
There is no more interference with the States’ discretion than there 
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was when the initial legislation was put in, and for the very same 


reason, which is to cover as man\ people w th unen ploym nt insurance 


protection as Is possible and reas ble 
Mr. Knox. May I ask vou for 


l 
iat do not have coverage for less than elght en plovees? riave you 
| 


5 
I 


any information at all relative to any legislation at all that 


ntroduced in the States and what was the ultimate outcome of 
the legisiation 
Mr. Larson. I do not have a record of the legislative history in 
e other 31 States and what attempts have been made; no 


NI I NOX | do know that VET higan has hy 1d it up se\ ral limes, 


but the legislature has not deemed it advisable to lower the numbers 


ation Is concerned 


Mir. Larson. Do you not think we have something of a parallel 





between the initial difficulty of setting unen plovi ent msurance 
hirst plac Whel the various States hesitated to get ahead of 
each other in the matter of unemployment insurance, and yet every- 
felt on th Whol that it wa 2 vood thir when the Federal 
Government came along and brought the whole country to a certain 
tandard of cove (his is simply one more step in the 
mn 
hy OdV mi rwa ovether am nv possible competiti 
\ we In or anytl lse is tomatically taken care of 
\ir. KNox | just Want to make mvsell clear Oh il | wim not 
to one receiving unemployment compensation or having the 
because of the fact that the employe would employ 7 or 6 or 
hatever it happens to be Mey coneern is the right of Congress 
particular late date to come in and usurp the pow s which 
\ n cle} ited to the States 
NI LAARSON l am very glad to hear you say that vou are ver’ 
ich m tavor of une mplovment Insurance io! these peopl because 
| as [| said a moment ago, the big issue and realistically the 
( is \re thes people gon yr to get this protection 1f sooner or 
I type of action not taken? 
have just ndicated to vou that almost 10 vears have gone by now 
i 1 not a mo has been made in this direction to increase coverage 
based on the numerical size of the firm The States, as | sa‘ appear 


to be waiting with these anticipatory provisions for the Federal 
Government to take some action 

Mir. Stimpson. Mr. Chairman. 

Che CHarrMan. Mr. Simpson will inquire, 

Mr. Simpson {re these anticipatory actions, as you describe 


{ 


them, taken to xpress a wish on the part of the State that the 
Federal Government will pass this legislation, or, as 1 have always 
thought, are they passed because the State fears that the Federal 
Government may pass something which the State would lose if they 
did not pass this anticipatory legislation? There is a difference 

Ir. LArson. | can only speculate about that It might be some 
of each I do not know It is there anyway. 

Mr. Simpson. You argue though, sir, from the fact that they passed 
this legislation, which I suggest is done as a defensive measure, that, 
because they did that affirmatively, thev asked the Federal Govern- 
ment to do something. 
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Mr. Larson. 1 would not put 1b quite as strongly as affirmatively 
asking, They are read ior it when it comes witho It any further 
legislative action, which is a great conveniencs 

Mr. Byrnes. Mr. Chairman, could 1 inquire 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Byrnes will inquire 

Mr. ByRNES What is the effect as fa the Be al tax Is col 


det 
cerned by lowering this from 8 emplovees to | What do yo oO 
now, for instance, as far as the Federal tax is concerned to « mplovers 
in those States which, let us sa have one ¢ more employees? Does 
the Federal tax apply to that emplover who only has 1 or 2 « lo 

Mr. Larson. Now? 

Mr. Byrnes. Yes 

Mr. Larson. Now it does not 

Mr. Byrnes. The Federal tax just does OL appl ihe wa Lhe 
thing works today is that if the State has an approved plan it gives a 


credit against the tax, does it not 


Mr. Larson. That is correct yes \ cred Is iven thos 


plovees subject to the Federal tax if they p: the State tax 

Ir. Byrnes. However, the s still a « tain amount that ene 
into the Federal Treasury even though you still have an approy 
State plan. You do not get a credit for 100 percent of thi Federal 
tax, do you? 

Mr. Larson. That ts richt It is 90 percent, 2.7 to the Stat nd 
0.3 to the Federal Government if there is a full 3-pereent tax. 

Mr. Byrnes. So one of the results of thi sto impose an add 
tax, even In these 29 States You are imposing an additional 
employers in those States; are you not? 

Mr. Larson. That is tru 

Mr. BYRNI Ss { pon ¢ plovers 

vir Larson. That additional ta a I . most ntirel 
accounted for as administrative expens 

Mr. Byrnes. That is not the point ! ado not care at this point 
where you are gomg to spend and how ! spent It dor mpose, 
practically speaking, a2 tax in all 29 States Theat ow have a lower 
standard In the future you are going to tax emplovers that vou ar 
not taxing today in those States 

Mr. LArson Yes: in the amount of 0.3 of pel il 

Mr. Byrnes. That is right Let isk vou this: I have b 


looking through these charts here What is the experience as far as 
unemployment is concerned in cases where the employer only has 
2, Ors employees? Do you have anv figures on that? You ought to, 
because you have experience from other States 

Mr LARSON. Yes | ean give vou detailed neures but it is abo 
the same as anybody else. 

Mr. Byrnes. Same rate of unemployment 

Mr. Larson. Just about the same You can establish that from 
the States that have the one or more coverage and you will find that 
the payments in these small firms run almost exactly in the same 
pattern as those in the other firms, so there is no significant difference 

Mr. Byrnes. How small a firm? You do not mean to tell me that 
the incidence of employment among firms that have only 1 employee 
is as great as it is in the 500-employee group? 

Mr. Larson. No. Generally speaking, a small firm has greater 


1 1 


stability of employment. That is correct. There is a table bac! 
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here, if you happen to have your finger on it, No. 10, which will giv: 
vou a pretty good idea of that if you want to take the trouble to open 
this bundle at the back of the testimony it is table 10, which is 
near the end If you will vO down the second column, you will see 
near the bottom there is a list of firms under the heading “ess than 
$5,000" payroll 

Over to the left, you will find the experience rating, which is a pretty 
good indicator of their unemployment experience. In your first 
column, you will find the average for all employers and for a zero 
experience rating you will find that the average for all employers was 
only 6.8 getting that very low experie nee r ating, while for all employers 
of less than $5,000 payroll it was 10.3, which is a clear indication of 
your point that there is greater stability of employment among em- 
ployers of very, very small numbers of employees 

The same is true of the next figure there, 0.1 to 0.9 percent tax rate. 
The average is 44.9 percent. The very small firms have 47.1. So, if 
you want to take the totals, about 58.4 percent, or well over half of 
the very small employers in these States have been getting an experi- 
ence rating of less than 1 percent, not 3 percent 

A lot of people have a misconception about that. They think this 
is going to cost everybody 3 percent of the payroll. When experience 

rating takes over, you see what happens. Almost 60 percent of them 
are going to be paying less than | percent. 

Mr. Byrnes. There is a question in my mind as to whether in the 
situations where there is only one employee, there is a need for unem- 
ployment compensation for an employee who happens to be in that 
situation. It seems to me that that is questionable because there is 
an entirely different kind of relationship between an employer and 
employee in a 1 or 2-man shop as opposed to shops where there are 
8, 9, or 10 and up. 

Mr. Larson. I think I understand your point, Mr. Byrnes, and I 
think there is something to it, but I do not think it quite solves the 
problem because, as these figures indicate, while there is somewhat 
greater stability in the under $5,000 payroll firm, it is not a case of 
unemployment being nonexistent by a long way because there is 
enough here to bring them not too far from the average unemployment 
experience 

Under $5,000 would be ae lor2e mployees. 

Mr. Byrnes. Do you have any knowledge from the experience you 
have had in the St: ates that do have 1 or 2 employees as to what causes 
the une mploy ment which does exist in the small shop? Is it discon- 
tinuance? Is that the primary cause, discontinuance of the business? 

Mr. Larson. Discontinuance, normal unemployment, mortality, 
and soon. Ido not believe there would be systematic figures on what 
causes unemployment among small firms. I suppose again it is not 
in principle too much different from what causes it elsewhere. There 
might be some difference. 

Mr. Byrnes. What information can you give us as to the number 
of the employers in this class employing | or 2 employees who do not 
have continued employment of 1 employee during the course of the 
year, just spasmodic? 

Mr. Larson. I do not think there would be any statistics on it. 
I would like to clear up a point and I think I know what you would 


ire tere 
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like me to clear up. That is this: There is a lot of fear under this ‘“‘one 
or more at any time” provision. Is that what you are referring to? 


Mr. Byrnes. Yes 

Mr. Larson. This idea of ‘at any time’ might mean that at any 
time you and I go out and hire somebody to mow our lawn, put on 
our storm windows, and shovel snow off the sidewalk, we are going 
to have to start paving unemp loyme ‘nt-insurance taxes That is not 
so. That is a misconception of the overall effect of the unemployment- 
insurance system. The act expressly excludes from the concept of 
employment not only domestic workers, but also people who are not 
in the regular trade or business of the employer, which means to start 
with you have to be in a trade or a business to be under the act at all, 
with the one exception that if that is not so, then the employee has to 
be employed for at least 26 days out of the quarter and be paid 
least $50 to be covered 

Putting the two together takes the ting out of it That means 
that the man who hires the lawn mower is not going to have to come 
under unemployment insurance 

Let me also say this just to confirm this impression: Again we do 
not have to rely on speculation and guesswork about the effect of 
this sort of thing on small firms and whether it is practical or not, 
because we do have the experience of these 17 States, including this 
number of States that have the ‘‘at any time’”’ provision 

We have had letters written to us by the people in these States and 
in every case without exception from these 17 States and these States 
that have “at any time” coverage we get a report that is it adminis- 
tratively feasible that there are no insupportable difficulties about 
this kind of coverage and I think that if this “‘one or more at any time 
coverage would clutter up the whole place with all sorts of miscellan- 
eous casual people that are impossible to handle, we would have known 
about that at this time 

Twenty vears ago we could speculate and conjecture about what 
would happen about “one or more any time’’ coverage. We do not 
have to conjecture any more. We have a solid record of experience in 
Pe ‘nnsylvania, W ashineton, and all these other places 

Mr. Byrnes. Do not these States also have 1 or more over some 
certain period of time, as, for instance, 10 weeks, or 20 weeks? 

Mr. Larson. A few of them do; but not Pennsylvania, for example. 
There are six who cover “at any time,’’ so we have experience with the 
exact type of coverage that is proposed in these amendments and these 
States are just as successful. 

We have a very complete report, for example, from Pennsylvania 
which indicates that there is no administrative impossibilit y about 
this at all. It is working out all right. 

Mr. Byrnes. It may be all right but what about the little emplover? 
You are worried about the employee, but I think we have to do some 
worrying ae this employer that is so small that all he does is employ 
| man or 1 girl. You are putting some problems on him and there ts 
just one individual against another individual. You end up with two 
You just cannot think of the one 

Mr. Larson. That is right. You are absolutely right because this 
is going to bring in a lot of small employers and I think we have to 
concern ourselves about two things about them. I think these are 
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Mr. Larson. I think one pomt I would like to make here while we 
are on the subject of administrative convenience because that is a 
question that is so fundamantal to this is the point that in the various 
states that have been operating under this one or more coverage they 
have found not only that it is perfectly feasible administratively to 
operate this way, but there actually are some administrative advan- 
tages involved that are very considerable 

The principal reason for that is this: that if vou have a system under 
which you have some figure like 8 or more for 20 weeks, or 4 or more, o1 
5 or more, or whatever it might be, you always have one big compli- 
cated extra question in your way before you deal with any case and 
that is vou have to settle whether the employer is liable at all in the 
first place vou have to keep records of them, and you have to start 


counting emplovees, and there is an enormous administrative burden 
which goes with that determination of original liability in the first 
place 

If you come down to the standard of one or more at any time, that 
entire administrative problem is greatly simplified. The result is that 
we get testimonials from the various States telling us how much this 
has simplified their procedures. 

For example, let me read you a little quotation from the State of 
Washington, which I think is very significant. The Washington 
agency told us this: 

Bevond the initia. load of setting up the previously excluded group of employers, 
the administration has posed no problem other than increased field volume (\c- 
tually, the men in the field encounter few collection problems among the smaller 
firms and prefer extended coverage to former coverage with size-of-firm and 
duration tests. 

This is a State that has gone from one to the other, and you have a 
direct comparison between the two 

General coverage eliminates former problems of constant liability audits 
senefit determination has been simplified and speeded up by extended coverage 
since formerly liability had to be established in many cases before benefit deterrii- 
nation could result. 

Here is another thing. We hear a lot about overpayments, fraud. 
and so forth, in unemployment insurance these days. Here is a chance 
to make a very real contribution toward the better administration 
of unemployment insurance in this country. One of the worst kinds 
of overpayment—there are many different kinds that pass under the 
name of fraud, some of them worse than others—I think nobody 
would approve, is the case of the man who has a full-time job and also 
draws unemployment insurance. ‘There is no excuse for that. Now, 
if you cover employers of “‘one or more at any time’’ you have an 
automatic record coming in all the time of all the employees in your 
State and it is just about impossible for a man to get away with this 


— 


on 


UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCI Od 


business of holding a job and drawing benefits However, i you are 
covering only some of your employers in vour State, vou do not have 
that automatic check upon people who become reemploved without 
vour finding out about it 

Mr. Bocas. How can a man have full-time employment and still 
draw unemployment compensation? 

Mr. Larson. He cannot legally 

Mr. Bocas. How ean he do it illegally? 

Mr. Larson. If you do not find out about the full-time employ 
ment 

Mr. Boaas. It is a question of administration 

Mr. Larson. That is right, a question of administration, and my 
point is that you greatly simplify that administrative problem and 
cut down the possibility of anybody successfully getting by with this 
by having a complete and automatic record of all employment in the 
State instead of having to go out and investigate and find out whether 
he has a job or not 

Mr. Boces. How many cases are there where unemployment com 
pensation has been drawn while the person had a job? 

Mr LLARSON | suppose one would have to answel! that by Saving 

that vou know about how many cases are found, but vou do not know 
about the cases that vou have not found 
Mr. Boaes. How many have been found? 
Mr. Larson. I don’t think there are any very thorough statistics 
on this; maybe 1 or 2 percent, something like that. There is a great 
deal of argument in the country about just how serious this is. Some 
people think that it is really quite serious. Others are not so sure 
but the big question mark, vou see, is how much of this goes on with 
out anyone ever knowing about it 

The one thing that we are positive about is that this kind of loop 
hole would be very effectively closed up and its possibility would be 
largely eliminated by this administrative improvement 

Mir Boaes How do you propose to close it? 

Mr. Larson. By the fact that vou would have an automatic record 
of all employment in the State of emplovers of 1 or more instead of 
as now, 4 or 5 or 8 in many States, so vou Wo ild know about the fact 
that this man is reemploved as soon as he is r emploved, whereas now 
there are so many emplovers not covered within this particular 
system 1n the State that you do not have any systemic reporting to 
the unemployment insurance authorities of when he becomes ri 
employed 

Mr SIMPSON If aman works one place loses his job, and CrOeCS thre 
next day to another spot and gets a job, and meanwhile claims unem- 
ployment benefits from the original emplover, how long is it until 
those figures catch up and he is found to have violated the law? How 
much lapse is there, several months? 

Mr. Larson. As matters now stand it might be months before he 
is caught. 

Mr. Simpson. It would be the same if he were unemployed, if he 
went from 1 covered job into another | and was hired as a single em 
ployee, there would be some time until that caught up with him 

Mr. Larson. That might be, but vou would have an absolute re 
ord, and the fact that the man knows in advance that his employment 
is a matter of record in the same office would mean that he certainly 
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would be very, very foolish to take a chance on trying to get away 
with it, and of course restitution would follow immediately and 
| ossibly other penalties 

Mr. Simpson (presiding). Mr. Curtis of Missouri. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. Under our present system the number of 
employees IS optional with the States, is it not, under the Federal 
system? In other words, it can be down to one? 

Mr. Larson. That is right. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. Is there any penalty imposed on States 
that do that, or any lack of benefits that go to a State that includes 
less than eight now? Is there any deterrent now? 

Mr. Larson. Not in the law; no 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. In other words, with respect to these 
States that have gone to one emplovee, how does that work? Does 
the Federal Government still get three-tenths of a percent on the 
payroll below eight? 

Mr. Larson. No; just on eight or more 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. That is what I thought. 

cies there is possibly an advantage of covering them. Is 
there an incentive to a State at this time to go below eight from the 
tax angle, at any rate? 

The 17 States that are already there are not paying three-tenths 
of a percent. Under this law, if we pass it they would start paying 
three-tenths of a percent, would they not? 

Mr. Larson. Let us put it this way: That the completion of cover- 
age down to one or more would remove any tax inequities that 
might be present in the system. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. I do not necessarily call it an inequity 
because it remains at the option of the State; does it not? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. This has already been gone over somewhat, 
but I want to reemphasize it. You point out the advantages, as you 
have, in the State of Washington that they have found in going to less 
than eight. If that is such a fine thing, I think the other States will 
follow suit, if it is such a good thing from their angle, because my own 
State of Missouri has considered it, as these other States have, too 
If there actually is an incentive now to go beyond the Federal law, 
which is eight, why do you want to make it compulsory? 

Mr. Larson. You could go back to the origin of unemployment 
insurance in 1935 and make the same argument. I think everybody 
had the feeling that it would be a good thing probably to have unem- 
ployment insurance then, but again you had the problem that nobody 
wanted to stick his neck out and be the first one. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. That situation is not true here. You are 
saying that certain States have it. You have given them some leeway. 
Some of them have taken 3 in 20 weeks, some 4, and some 1. You 
made the point early in your presentation that in this decision one 
group said 4, one said 10, and one said 6, and you said it was purely 
an arbitrary decision. I do not agree with you. I think there was 
some fundamental philosophy involved in their discussions and that 
is this: that the relationship of employer and employee changes when 
you get down, as Mr. Byrnes has pointed out, to the employer who 
has just 1 or 2. There is a very personal relationship that still exists 
between the employer and employee which disappears when you get 
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to an employer who has a larger number so the real philosophy that 
was behind it, what these various groups were trying to determine, is 
possibly just where is that breaking point, and people differ as to 
where it is. The State legislatures differ and it seems to me you havea 
very fine situation now where you set a Federal standard, and a mini- 
mum of saying it is eight, but allowing the States to select their own 
number where they think that line of demarcation occurs. 

Mr. Larson. I do not think the basic philosophy of unemployment 
insurance stands or falls on the personal _ lation between the e mployer 
and the employee or the degree of intimacy or distance or something 
like that. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. Why not? May I ask you why not? 
Let me suggest to you why it does 

Mr. Larson. Because Sided in fact, results even with 
the small employer and the small firm and you have exactly the 
same —— problem when you have an unemployed man on the street 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. The point Is, though, in the close rela- 
tionship of these firms that Mr. Byrnes has pointed out the usual 
case is, where you have unemployment, where the firm itself goes 
broke, but as long as the firm is in business the relationship is such 
that actually the employer looks after the employee. 

Mr. Larson. I think regardless of whether it is a small intimate 
firm or a big one, if a man is unemployed he is unemployed. 

Some of the small firms may be able to look after their old em 
ployees. Some may not. Some perhaps would like to and cannot 
Some of the big firms are very, very solicitous with all their rings 
benefits and all the rest about their employees while the employees 
of small firms do not have any of these thing 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. I am simply caliaie about the relation- 
ship between the 2 and suggesting to you that your big difference is 
between your figure of 8 or whether you choose 4, 6, or 2. Some 
States have gone along with your philosophy of one and apparently 
have been satisfied. 

Other States have taken another figure and I cannot understand 
why it is that the Federal Government wants to come in and make 
it mandatory when it has worked well optionally. 

Mr. Larson. I think there are people here who could speak better 
on this than I could, about what the philosophy of the original 
limitation was, but it has always been my impression from what | 
have read of those hearings and heard at the time that the breaking 
point was not based on any philosophy that it was different to be 
unemployed if you were in a small firm or if you were in a big firm 
Throughout these hearings, and recommendations and studies, it was 
the administrative problem of dealing with small firms. That seemed 
to stand out as the reason for this numerical thing and that is not 
just in unemployment insurance. It is in workmen’s compensation. 
It is in the whole field of income insurance. 

You always start out with some kind of numerical figure. That is 
the whole history of income insurance throughout the world. You 
start out by saying, ‘‘We do not know whether it is going to be prac- 
tical with all these reports that come from these millions of people. 
Let us start out with 4 or more or 8 or more,”’ no matter what your 
system is, ‘‘and then as we gain experience, let us work it down to 
the point where we cover everybody.”’ 
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That is the process that always goes on in this field, whether it is 
unemployment insurance or any of the other income insurance pro- 
grams, and your ultimate goal is always to cover everybody, so that 
everybody gets the same kind of protection. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. Let me say there, sir, you do provide that 
here, but what you are arguing, as I see it, is that you say the States 
will not do it, and I say maybe that is true, but, on the other hand, 
the State governments are closer to their people than the Congress 
is and I just do not understand this thing of saying that it has to be 
forced from the Federal level 

If it is as good as you say it is, then these States surely are pretty 
blind not going to the one. If, on the other hand, those States have 
some particular reasons why they do not want to do that, then they 
make that decision. I just do not understand the idea of saying up 
here in Washington that the States that have not done that just are 
not doing the job and therefore we are going to force them to do it. 

Mr. Larson. There are several answers to that. One of them is 
that unemployment is a proper concern for the Federal Government. 
Unemployment insurance is a system which maintains purchasing 
power, which is very much a Federal problem. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. It is also a State problem. It is a ques- 
tion of whether you keep your balances. Of course it is a Federal 
problem, but there also is an integration. What we are arguing now 
is not that it is not a Federal problem, but what is the proper inte- 
gration of the various governments, your Federal and your State. 

I would Say this: That in one sense it is a Federal problem because 
the Federal Government is concerned with interstate commerce. 
Most of your large firms fall in that category and perhaps that might 
be the philosophy behind it 

Mr. Larson. No; it is not 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. No; I understand it, but I say perhaps 
it might be the philosophy behind it that your small firms are all 
intrastate commerce, with the small number of employees 

Let us say there is that possibility, but the discussion as I see it 
here is not the achievement, or the goal, it is how vou achieve the 
coal and how do the State rovernments and Federal Government 
work here. The Federal Government has obviously a responsibility, 
but so have the State governments 

Mr. Larson. That is right That division of responsibility is the 
unique feature of this unemployment insurance system. There is 
nothing else like it in the world. That was all carefully worked out. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. We are discussing it again. 

Mr. Larson. And certain details were left to the Federal Govern- 
ment and some of them were left to the States, but my point is that 
with respect to this one detail we are talking about this morning, 
about where do you draw the line for compulsory coverage. It was 
put in there by the Federal Government with the figure that the 
Federal Government at that time thought was practical, with the 
distinet statement backing it up that I read to you, that this has to be 
reexamined constantly and immediately, and as far as it is adminis- 
tratively feasible it should be reduced so that you get more universal 
coverage 

I think what we are doing is within the Federal-State division of 
function 
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Mr. Curtis of Missouri. What we are doing is reexamining it and 
we are trying to reexamine it, at least I am, as to where the Federal 
and where the State responsibility should begin and end, how they 
should be integrated. I do not say the Federal Government should 
go and make it compulsory. Maybe I will agree with that, but at the 
present time we are reexamining to see whether that is the correct 
philosophy, because certainly we did leave it optional with the States 
and have seen these results, as you pointed out, that some States 
took 1, some 3, and some 4, and I do not know but what that is not a 
healthy thing to have States have some leeway in this field 

The Federal Government has said that beyond eight is compulsory 

Mr. Simpson. Mr. Forand will inquire 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Secretary, | think, following the line of question 
ing by Mr. Curtis, that it is well to recall that many of the States 
apparently have decided that it is a Federal function to set the num- 
ber of employees to be covered because if I remember correctly, some 
38 States have laws on their books now, stating that they will conform 
with the Federal change whenever that is made, indicating that they 
are depending on the Federal Government to take the initiative. Do 
you agree with that statement? 

Mr. Larson. That is right, yes 

Mr. Foranpb. That is all, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Simpson. Mr. Mason. 

Mr. Mason. Mr. Chairman, with respect to these States that have 
already taken action and said that whenever the Federal Government 
compels us to go below eight we will be ready to do it without the 
necessity of calling our legislatures together and the tremendous cost 
of doing that, it is a law to fall back on in case the Federal Government 
does act and not an invitation, as I see it, for the Federal Government 
to act. 

Mr. Foranp. May I answer that? 

Mr. Mason. Yes 

Mr. ForRAND. Is it not an indication that they are ready and willing 
to accept whatever the Federal Government sets? 

Mr. MASON. No, not as I see it, because if the Federal Government 
acts and the legislature has not acted in the past and does not hav: 
this standby legislation on the books, then the governor has to call 
the legislatures togethe to act in order to comply with the Federal 
Government 

Mr. KFORAND Personally, | think that is a sign Of Weakness on thr 
part of the legislatures on those cveneral assemblies who are afraid 
take a stand and say, ‘“We would like to do it, but we are afraid to 
start, and if the Federal Government does it we are r ady to go along 

Mr. Mason. I was part ol the State legislature at one time 

Mr. Foranpb. So was | 

Mr. MASON. And | did not consider it an indication of weaknes 
when we sald, “We will adopt standby le cislation Ih Case that Fed ra 
Government gets encroaching on our fields,” as it has been doing 
right along. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Does anvone seek recognition ¢ Mr Bake I 

Mr. Baker. I believe you say that this bill would add abo 
3% million workers 

Mr. Larson. That is right 
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Mr. Baker. | am thinking along the lines of the OASI amend- 
ments passed recently. Who would it leave out? 

Mr. Larson. It would leave out still your domestic and straight 
agricultural workers. ‘These would be the two biggest groups left 
out. There is another big group. That group includes the State 
and local public employees, which, of course, have to be omitted for 
constitutional reasons, but those three groups constitute the big bulk 
of the classes omitted. 

Mr. Byrnes. Leaving out the self-employed, too. 

Mr. Larson. And, of course, the self-employed. 

Mr. Baker. There will never be any policy of this administration, 
as you see It, to include self-employed? 

Mr. Larson. I do not see how the two fit. Employment assumes 
that you are being paid wages from somebody else. ‘Those would 
be the main exclusions that would remain. 

Mr. Baker. That would be agricultural workers and domestic 
workers 

Mr. Larson. That is right, and State and local governmental 
workers. Of course, we have another bill in here to cover Federal 
civilian workers, and I am assuming, of course, that that will be 
passed so we need not consider that exclusion. 

Mr. Baker. I had 2 or 3 questions I wanted to ask about the bill 
I introduced, but you have not come to that in your statement. 

Mr. Larson. | think I would like to complete the administration’s 
bill and maybe just a word on yours 

Mr. Baker. That is all. 

The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed. 

Mr. Larson. So far we have discussed the 1 or more problem 
and the extension a insurance coverage to approximately 34 million 
workers. I think we have pretty well covered the cost aspects, the 
administrative aici, and the State-Federal division of function. 
We have one more much smaller extension of coverage here which 
| would like to mention briefly and that is the people who are engaged 
in certain kinds of processing of agricultural products. 

The main thing I want to be sure is that there is no misunderstanding 
on this. Weare not covering farm laborers. We are simply adopting 
for the most part the OASI definition of agricultural labor, the effect 
of which will be that a lot of processing people who make boxes and 
packages, and act as electricians and do all sorts of more or less 
industrial type labor in connection with agricultural products, will be 
recognized for what they are, which is more industrial than agricultural. 

This, too, of course, is in line with the recommendations of the 
President in his message. 

I might say in — connection we have some experience to go on 
here, too, because California and Florida have gone to a considerable 
extent in this type of coverage and have found that it is adminis- 
tratively perfectly practical and works out very well. 

This would bring in then about 200,000 additional workers according 
to the best estimates we can make. 

[ do not know whether there are any questions on this bit about 
agricultural processing or not. I think it is a very logical extension. 
It just happened to get left out because of the technical definition of 
farm labor or agricultural labor. 

Mr. Mason. You have covered then H. R. 8857, have you not? 
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Mr. Larson. One more section and that is section 38, reduced 
rates. All States now have experience rating which, of course, is 
merely a system in which roughly your State tax rates go down if you 
have good unemployment experience, but at the present time you 
have to have at least 3 vears behind you of employment experience to 
get the benefit of experience rating . 

You can see what the effect of that is on new businesses, which is 
rather unfortunate. Just at the time when the going is the toughest 
you are hit with a straight 3-percent tax, while all your competitors 
who have been in business for a few years are getting 1 percent or 1.6 
percent on a national average, so the proposal is to cut this minimum 
period down to | Vear, and you can see this would he &@ pretty impor- 
tant corollary of extending to 1 or more because you have a lot of 
new businesses covered under the | or mor provision and this 1s 
designed not only to help out generally, but to help out the new peopl 
that will come in under the 1 or more provision 

Mr. Mason. It is designed to make it easv to implement this new 
coverage? , 

Mr. Larson. Yes; it is partly that It is not entirely that It 
would be a vood thing even standing by itself be ause it would help 
new businesses and stimulate expansion which is something we all 
always very much want. 

Mr. Kean. It does get away from the prine iple of the experience of 
a corporation, that on which the rate is based I think there is mixed 
thought as to whether that new corporation ought to go in or not 
can see very strongly from your point of view the unfairness against 
hew business, and vet certau ily | vear’s business does not provide 
true experience - for eels who just go into business for a short 
time and find the business is going to fail. 

Mr. Larson. It is true it cuts down the length of experience to 
vear, but after that, you see, you go back to your minimum again 
that is to say, after you have in fact been in business for 3 vears you 
are back on a 3-year basis. It is only during this interim transitional] 
period that you get the benefit of the shorter period. 

Mr. Kean. After you once start in the rating goes back 

Mr. Larson. It Foes back; ves. Of course, here | might state that 
a State need not go down to 1 vear if it does not want to 

Mr. Kean. It is optional. 

Mr. Larson. Yes;it isoptional. This is something which is merely 
permissive and gives the State a little more elbow room in which 
deal with this new business problem. 

Mr. Byrnes. Are you leaving this subject now? 

Mr. Larson. I think that probably is all on H. R. 8857. 

Mr. Byrnes. I would like to get some more information. This 
experience rating acts as a tax cut for those who show a good experi- 
ence as far as steady employment; is that right? 

Mr. Larson. Yes. 

Mr. Byrnes. And we give him credit on his tax? 

Mr. Larson. That is correct. 

Mr. Byrnes. In other words he pays less tax. A person with good 
experience pays less tax than a person with bad experience? 

Mr. Larson. That is right. 

Mr. Byrnes. Do you mean to tell me that in 1 year you can test 
any given employer as to whether he has a good experience or a bad 
experience as far as continuity of employment is concerned? 
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Mr. Larson. You can test it temporarily, which is all this does 
This gives him a rate which will apply to the next period, but, as I say, 
this only carries through this initial transitional period 

Mr. Byrnes. You certainly have figures on business mortality rates. 

Mr. Larson. Yes 

Mr. Byrnes. Is it not much higher in the first vears? 

Mr. Larson. Yes; definitely 

Mr. Byrnes. Which would seem to indicate to me that what vou 
are going to do is say that we will give to those we know are bad 
risks, people with bad experience as far as level employment situation 
is concerned, we will give you a special benefit even though you are 
bad risks, that does not sound like good sense to me in an insurance 


program. 1 think vou weaken the basic structure of experience rating 
and the purpose of the experience rating, which is to say to an em- 
plover, ““You are going to get a cash benefit. You are going to get 


a tax credit if vou can so organize your business to avoid unem 
plovment.”’ 

Mr. Larson. If he organizes it that way the first vear 

Mr. Byrnes. However, you cannot tell what he has done in | year’s 
operation as far as I can see 

Mr. Larson. This does not really give an advantage to the new 
business. It only puts him on the.same terms as the old business in 
that he gets an experience rating and instead of, as now, being under 
a rather severe disadvantage. It is true that business mortality is 
high in the first vear, but is that not something we ought to try to 
improve? 

Would it not be better in this small way to make a contribution to 
cutting down business mortality, and specially at a time like this stimu- 
lating new business, new small business particularly, and business 
expansion? | think that is what this is going to do 

Mr. Byrnes. You were telling us before that this additional tax is 
so small for this 1-emplovee plant or 2-emplovee plant that it is not 
worth bothering about as a cost item to that particular employer 
Now vou are saving that a tax credit can be a matter of the question 
of whether his business continues or whether it fails 

| think we have to have some consistency here some place 

Mr. Larson. | do not think I was quite as extreme on the other 
point. I do not think I said that businesses would stand or fall on 
their employment experience rating 

It is one effect that gives them a little competitive disadvantage 
It might be the difference between 3 percent and a 1 percent rating, 
something like that, or if you want to take the overall average, 1.3 


percent, or 1.4 percent, or 1.5, or 1.6 percent [ do not say this 
will prevent business mortality 

Mir. Byrnes. Do I understand that you — that with a new em- 
ployer going into business, you can judge in his first year’s operation 


what his general record is going to be as far as continuity of employ- 
ment so as to be able to give him a tax credit. 

Mr. Larson. You see, the whole experience rating system is not 
quite as absolute or quite as simple as that. It is something that 
spreads out over a long period of years and in most cases under the 
reserve ration plan, which most States have, it involves a building 
up of a pooled record. 

It does not stand or fall on what happens in 1 vear. I[t goes on and 
on. Maybe he will get a break the first year, but it will not last 
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very long if his subsequent experience shows that the first year’s 
experience was wrong. It will kick back and even out in the end 
because, you see, let us suppose he starts paying 3 pereent but his 
actual experience is much, much better than that. He is piling up 
during these 3 percent years this reserve with no debits against it 
so pretty soon after 3 years his rating is going to go way down 

On the other hand, if we let him get this early start with the lower 
rate and then if he has really bad experience, he will pay for it soone1 
or later, but it is a matter of the timely adjustments of his good and 
bad experience 

Mr. Byrnes. He may never pay for it because he may go out of 
business and that is where youl mortality Is He will last for onl 


2 or 


> 


3 years. 

However, he folds and all these people draw unemployment compen 
sation, but who is going to pay for it? It is the other employers 
under vour plan because he will not even have paid the full 3 percent 
rate. 

Mr. Larson. I see your point, but of course, to a considerabl 
extent that is the nature of insurance. We never know when we take 
out life insurance whether we are going to pay $25 and draw $1,000 o1 
whether we are going to pay much more in premiums than our bene 
ficiaries ultimately get. I think to a considerable extent that is the 
problem here, that some people draw out, so to speak much more 
than they put in and with some it is the other way around 

Mr. Byrnes. You still in insurance, as I understand it, have differ 
ent rates for different types of risks. You do not put everybody in 
the same category. You have preferred risks 

If | can judge the experience of new businesses, you are taking bad 
risks and giving them the preferred rate 

Mr. Larson. | think it might be interesting—1! did not trouble 
you with too many figures on this—to show the disproportion between 
what the new emplovers are paying and what the old employers are 
paying, but in some States the new employers are paying a wholly 
disproportonate share of the State’s bill for unemployment insurance 

I have a table here, table 12, which indicates the contributions to 
the State funds being made by unrated employers as to the precentage 
of benefits and expenditures. If you start at the top you will find 
the unrated employers, the ones not getting the benefit of experience 
rating, are paving in Arizona 63.9 percent, and in Nebraska 40.6 
percent, and in many, many cases up and down that list vou will see 
40, 50, 60, 70, up to LOS pereent of benefit expenditures in the case 
of Colorado. 

That is the relative burden that is being carried by the people who 
have not been allowed the benefits of the experience rating because 
of the period of years it must be weighed. The minimum is 3 years 

In some States it is actually 4 or 5 as it actually turns out, and as 
I say, this is again optional. If any State decides for reasons of its 
own that it does not want to go down to 1 year, of course it is free 
to keep it higher. 

Mr. Byrnes. The question as I see it is a question of the soundness 
of the system. Under this provision, the States are invited to make 
a change in the State systems that might put their system on an 
unsound basis. I think we have to be very careful even if it is op- 
tional because it is an invitation to them. 
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to 90 percent credit as a tax offset against the Federa ix for their S 


employment taxes. 
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It argued that this is not an appropriate area for Federal legislation and that 
a ent of such a provisior t Federal law is merely a device to force the 
States 1 ass legislation which should be left to their discretion The admin 
ra n does not agree with such a positior When we examine the original 


f items betweer the Federal and State unem); lovment insurance lk gisla 
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f coverage of the Federal act is extended in this manner, very little legislative 





action should be necessary in the aies in order to” rovide unem: loyment bene- 
of these small firms In antici ation of ; ossible Federal 

1¢ laws of 32 ‘tates already ;rovide for automatic extension 

heir laws if the Federal is sO amended In addition, the 





fF the remaining States provide that small em, lovers not nov 
tarily elect co erage ;-rior to State legislative action 


vhich has been raised to such an extension of coverage is 





that it will bring into the unemployment-compensation program multitudes of 


termittent and occasional em; lovers and em: lovees who have no substantial 


relatlo to the job market This objection is largely due to a misconce; tion of 
who would be covered For exam le, it is said that whenever anyone hires a 
man to cut his law: he would be co ‘ered under the ,.ro osed amendment How- 

er, a uu know, the act expressl excludes from the tv e of em: loyees on 
Whom emloyvers must nav the tax, those who perform domestic service It also 
excludes those who erform service which is not in the course of an em lover’s 


trade or business, unless the employee is regularly em.loved for 26 days or more 
in the quarter and receives at least $50 cash therefor 

Nor would insuperable administrative and cost burdens be added by bringing 
these additional employers under the system. The old-age and survivors insur- 
ance program has applied to employers of one or more since the date of its enact- 
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ment in 1935. The withholding tax also applies to employers of one or more 
Extension of the unemployment tax to the same employers thus opens up the 
possibility of joint Federal tax returns and a saving of time and expense both to 
the taxpayer and the Federal Government 

In addition, experience in those States which already cover these small employ- 


ers has demonstrated that simplified procedures are a result. The actual amount 
of work per employe ris reduced. Questions involved in determining whether or 
not an employer is covered are greatly simplified Chere is no necessity to wait 
until the end of the taxable year to determine employer liability No audits of 


the employer’s payroll records or extensive investigations for coverage purposes 
are needed, and elaborate files on employers who are on the borderline of coverage 
become unnecessary as does frequent circulation of such e mployers 

For example, the Arkansas Employment Security Agency, in a report to the 
Federal bureau in 1948, stated that some of the administrative advantages of 
coverage of small firms were that “field auditors do not have to audit employer 


accounts to determine whether or not an emplover is liable When you get into 
one or more coverage, practically all employers in covered employment are subject 
to the act and, therefore, much time is saved in determining their status The 


Washington agency reported as follows 

“Beyond initial load of setting up previously exclu: d group of employers, the 
administration has posed no problem other than increased f el 1 volume Act lally, 
the men in the field encounter fewer collection hae poe among the smaller firms 
and prefer extended coverage to former coverage with size-of-firm and duratior 
tests. General coverage eliminates former problems of constant liability audits 
Benefit determination has been simplified and speeded up by extended cover: 
since formerly liability had to be established in many cases before benefit determ 
ination could result.”’ 

In addition, this more nearly universal coverage of employers will make it muc} 
easier to make sure that a worker who has applied for benefits is not actually 
working for another employer 

As I have stated, H. R. 8857 extends coverage to employers who employ one or 
more persons at any time without imposing any requirement of number of weeks 
of employment, as do some States. If such a requirement were retained the 
possibilities of administrative simplification in determining employer liability 
which I have pointed out, would be destroyed. Furthermore, such a limitation 
would continue to exempt from coverage not only many small employers but also 
many large employers who employ great numbe rs of workers for a period of less 
than 20 weeks. In fact, an employer could escape coverage if he provided em- 
ployment continuously up to 38 weeks, if 19 weeks of employment were provided 
at the end of one year and 19 at the beginning of the next Keeping such a limita 
tion would thus exempt a large amount of employment in construction and other 
seasonal industries. This is particularly inequitable for workers who shift from 
one construction or seasonal job to another and whose total employment during 
a year is much longer than 20 weeks 

Another objection raised to this ty pe of coverage is that experience rating will not 
work for small employers. But the facts do not bear out these fears. Experien 
rating is the procedure under which an employer is entitled to a reduced tax rate 





if his experience with employment or other factors directly related to unemploy 
ment risk, meets certain standards. Let us look at the experience of small employ- 
ers. The maximum contribution rate in most States is 2.7 percent. In 1953 
57.4 percent of employers covered by State laws who had less than $5,000 annual 
payroll had favorable contribution rates of less than 1 percent, as compared with 
only 53.7 percent of all employers regardless of size. The full rate of 2.7 percent 
or more was paid by 23.3 percent of the employers with less than $5,000 payroll as 
compared with 17.5 percent of all employers. From these data, it would appear 
that small firms have substantially as stable employment as larger employers as 
well as substantially favorable experience ratings 

It has also | een objected the it while the emplovme nt by small emplove rs 1s 
relatively stable, if an employer of 1 person lays off his | employee, it wipes out his 
experience rating. However, in all but one State the employers’ accounts on the 
basis of pany they get an experience rating, are bookkeeping accounts in a pooled 


fund and the workers get benefits from this pooled fund whether or not the indi- 


vidual employer has contributed enough to pay for his benefits. It is the essence 
of insurance that the benefits provided are paid in full whether or not the insurer 
has paid contributions equal to the benefits. It is true that in a few States, if a1 


employer’s account is exhausted, he must contribute at the highest rate until his 
contribution offsets the benefits paid to his former employees. In most States 
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REDUCED RATES FOR NEW EMPLOYERS 


Section 3 of H. R. 8857 amends the experience-rating provisions of the Federal 
Une mployment Tax Act 

As you know, in all States employers are granted reductions in the unemploy- 
ment taxes they must pay the State if their unemployment experience has been 
sufficiently favorable so as to meet certain requirements spelled out in the Federal 
and State laws. The Federal Unemployment Tax Act allows employers to credit 
this reduction against their Federal unemployment tax. In other words an em 
ployer who has received such a reduction is credited with the difference between 
the amount actually paid and the amount he would have been required to pay 
if he had not received the reduction. 

At the present time at least 3 years of experience with the risk of unemployment 
under the State law is required by the Federal Act before a State can give an ex- 
perience rating—and therefore a tax reduction—to an employer, no matter now 
stable his employment. This means that an employer must be charged the full 
3.0 percent rate, 2.7 percent to the State fund and 0.3 percent to the Federal 
Government, during at least the first 3 years of his coverage under the program 
In some States, the period exceeds 3 years. In 1953, rated employers paid an 
average tax rate of about 1.1 percent, or 1.4 percent if the Federal tax is included. 
New employers who pay 3 percent are thus put at a competitive disadvantage 
with established employers and are required to carry an extra financial load at a 
time they can perhaps least afford it. 

Che President, in his Economic Report of January 28, 1954, recommended that 

Congress allow the shortening, from 3 years to 1, of the period required to 
qualify for a rate reduction.”’ Section 3 of H. R. 8857 carries out this recommen- 
dation in full. The administration therefore strongly recommends its adoption 

Interest in this problem of what are proper contribution rates for new employers 
has been considerable. Immediately after World War II, the issue was raised 
by several States and discussed by the executive committee of the Interstate Con- 
ference of Employment Security Agencies composed of the employment security 
administrator of each State, in connection with assistance to veterans who were 
establishing their own business. Since then, the interstate conference has 
adopted resolutions at most of its annual meetings calling for study of the prob- 
lem. The Federal Advisory Council on Employment Security, after thoroughly 
considering the problem, unanimously recommended the enactment of such 
legisiation 

four types of employers may be affected by this provision: (1) Employers 
newly covered by an extension of coverage of the State law—which would result 
if H. R. 8857 is enacted into law, (2) employers establishing a new business, (3 
out-of-State employers establishing new branches in the State, and (4) veterans 
who are reestablishing their businesses after a lapse due to military service. 
There has been strong sentiment in favor of giving these new employers some tax 
relief on the ground that the present experience rating requirements discriminate 
against new business. Such tax relief would seem especially desirable in connec- 
tion with the proposed extension of coverage to many small firms which would 
have to pay, if experience rating is not revised as proposed, the present high rates 
for periods ranging from 3 to 5 years 

The present disparity of treatment has become especially marked in the last 
few years During these years, contribution rates of most established employers 
dropped to low levels in nearly all States, with the result that there has been a 
widening gap between the low average tax rates of the rated employers and rela- 
tively high tax rates of the unrated ones. For the rate year beginning in 1953, 
in only | State did the rated employers pay an average rate as high as 2.0 percent 
of taxable wages; in 31 States, rated employers paid an average rate of 1 percent 
or less of taxable wages. In some States, large numbers of employers have had 
their tax rates reduced to zero. In the tax rate year beginning in 1953, for ex- 
ample, in 5 States between 47 and 98 percent of all employers eligible for rate 
reductions paid zero rates. In as many as 38 States, at least 50 and as high as 
98 percent of employers eligible for rate reductions paid rates of less than 1 percent 
This drop in tax rates of employers eligible for rate reductions has been due, for 
the most part, to increasing reserve funds. These in turn have resulted in part 
from very favorable economic conditions coupled with the higher average tax 
rates in effect in the earlier years. Also, in a good many instances, the increased 
reserve funds have resulted from the high tax yields contributed by new employers 
not eligible for rate reductions, with the result that established employers are 
benefiting at the expense of new employers 
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At the same time that the rates of established employers have been fal 
number of new establishments has increased rapidly, so that the pro 








} a 
employers ineligible for rate reductions has also increased In at least 15 State 
29 to 47 percent of the employers were ineligible for rate reductions In at least 
one of these States, these employers alone contributed more than two-thirds 
of the total amount of contributions and more than the total amount paid f 
benefits in the State during the calendar vear 1953 It is apparent, therefor 
that in several States new employers have over the ecent past. borne a 
proportionate share of benefit costs 

I might also point out that lower tax rates for new employers would hel 
stimulate business expansion, and the creation of addi al jobs h resul 
benefit to the State and national economies throug} creased output of goods 


and services and thus national income 





Section 3 of H. R. 8857 would permit a State to extend rate reductions to new 
employers after they have had at least 1 year’s experience It doe ot requir 
a State to do so It remains for each State to decide whether or not to take 
action A State, for example, may choose to reduce the qualifvi period to «% 
vears rather than to | vear In no event may the rate for any em] er be based 
on less than a year’s experience, nor may the qualifying period be less tha 
proportional to the present qualifying requirements based on a 3-year exper 

The States use various factors to determine whether an emp ers f 
ment experience 1s sufficiently favorable to entitle him t a reduced tax rate 


Under the amendment it is intended that the State measure the experie: 














new employers by the same factor (or factors) that it uses to measure the experie 
of established employers For example, one of ( ost common factor 
reserve balance, which is the excess of contributions collected over benefit raid 
and charged to the employer Ss account Thus. a State whi ises a re 
balance for established employers must do so for new employers 
States an emplover who does not have 3 years of experience could not atta 
the reserve these States now require of employers with 3 or more vears of « 
ence These States, therefore, in order to take advantage of the proposal 
reduced rates for new employers, would have to make a proportionate re 
in this reserve requirement The bill does not intend to give new emplover 
any competitive advantage over established employers Therefore, any difference 
in reserve requirements granted to new employers would have to bear the ame 
proportion to the requirement placed on establis ed emplovers, as the respect ¢ 
periods of experience required of the two groups In other words. if the require 
ment for established emplovers with 3 vears’ experie e stipulates a reserve 
amounting to 6 percent of the employer’s current taxable pavroll, at least 4 
percent must be required of employers with 2 years of experie! 
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE FOR FEDER CIVILIAN EMPLOY! 

I should like to turn now to a discussion of H. R. 6537 and H. R. 6539 
extend the unemployment insurance system to Federal \ in emplovee 

In his budget message of January 21, 1954. the President state 

‘I strongly recommend extension of the une yimel! mpe ition 
to give Federal employees the same benefits as are now provided t 
in private employment.” 

The President’s economic report of January 28 recommended 

“That Congress include in the insurance systen Federal ¢ i empl er 
under conditions set by the States in which they last worked and that it p1 | 
for Federal reimbursement to the States of the an nt of the « 

H. R. 6537 and H. R. 6539 are identical bills which would extend unemr 
ment insurance protection to Federal workers in accordat h the Presid 
recommendations. The administration the urge avorabl ynsid 





of these bills 
As the President stated in his economic report, Federal « an emplovees a 


a@ group are subject to the risk of unemployment on nearly the same scale a 
governmental workers in the same type of worl In recent vears, particula 
several extensive reductions in Federal personnel have demonstrated the real 
need for extending unemployment benefits to Federal emplovees rom a@ Wal 


time peak of well over 342 million employees in June 1945, Federal employmer 
dropped by a million between 1945 and 1946 and dropped cor leral 


the next few vears, leveling off at about 2 million in June 1950 \fter a 
increase due to the Korean conflict, Federal emplovment again fell off | neal 


247.000 between June 1952 and December 31, 1953 
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private employment Such emplovees are therefore placed at a 1dvat 
since only their work and earnings private emplovment are used 1 1 
eligibility for and the amount and duration of ploy henefi 

There can be no doubt that withdrawal of a emp retirement fund 
cumulations is undesirable and a defeat of the purp f the retirement progra 
In this connection, it should also be noted that sin« 1th rea f | ; 
employees have been covered by the old-age and 
instead of the civil-service retirement syst¢ | ited t Decembe 


1953. there were 600.000 such Federal emplove Cinna eontrhint ‘ the 




















old-age and survivors’ insurance svstem cannot thdra sa 
these Federal emplovees have not had ace tot yur f f 
unemployed It appears, therefore, that the separated Fed 
much greater need for unemployment i: =a = 
As I have noted earlier, H. R. 6537 and H. R. 6539 pr le tha 
ment insurance protection shall be ended to Fed rker ler 
and conditions of the laws of the States i1 ai eordcce’ et 
ments to be entered into by the Seer ul f La enact! “ft ~ 
employment security agencies ¥ ud therefore 1 
unemployed Federal workers in the sa mal ra , 
the basis of reports received from t el ny ‘ e |] ’ } 
employment and wages and the cause of their separat 
In this connection, | would to ca ( 
Department’s written report to the cor ttee of Mav 2 
bills In that report we t j ( 5 BB } 
Department of the need for ineorpor ( 
provision in the old-age a sur oT Lice 1 
f the Social Security Act This 1 pr ] 
enev, instead of the State agene ha 
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Finally, I also call the att f the ec ‘ 
in the Department’s report to which I have a uly referred, the Bur f the 
Budget has also advised us that there 1 be lded t he 
workers now excluded from the coverage of the bills, seven additional cates 
in order to conform as nearly as possible to tl exclu ms fron { ( l-a . | 
survivors’ insurance laws as set forth ir et 210 (a 7 ( of the Soc 
Security Act. These exclusions cover tvp of ip! ment hiel 





very brief or of such a nature as not to be appropriate for ciu I na 
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ployment compensation program A number of other categories excluded from 


the old-age and survivors’ insurance law are not included in the proopsal. They 
cover types of services which are appropriate for exclusion from a long-term 
old-age insurance law, but not from a short-term unemployment compensation 
program, or which were excluded from the old-age insurance law only because 
they are covered by other retirement systems \ draft amendment setting 
forth a revised definition of Federal service to cover these additional exclusions 
is attached 

Draft language to carry out this and the other Budget Bureau proposal, as well 
as certain technical amendments set forth in our written report to the committee, 
were attached to that report 

The Federal Government would pay for the benefit costs and the additional 
viministrative outlays involved in this program. It is estimated that a full year 
f operation of a program of unemployment compensation for Federal employees 
as provided in H. R. 6537 and H. R. 6539 would cost approximately $35 million 
in benefit payments, based on figures for fiscal year 1955 

I would like to turn now to H. R. 7054. This bill also extends unemployment 
compensation protection to Federal employees, but fails to carry out the Presi- 
dent’s recommendation in one important respect. It would make compensation 
payable to all Federal workers under the provisions of the unemployment com- 
pensation law of the Distriet of Columbia, instead of in accordance with the law 
applicable to other employees in the State in which the Federal employee last 


worked, as recommended by the President. The administration believes that the 
latter system of payment is a more equitable one. Under it, Federal employees 
would receive the same level of benefit payments as other employees in the State, 
no more and no less. If the District of Columbia law is applied to all Federal 
employees, the more than 230,000 Federal workers in California, for example, 


would receive different treatment from other workers in the State. For this reason, 
the administration does not favor enactment of this bill 


PPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS FOR UNEMPLOYMENT DUE TO TARIFF POLICY 


H. R. 8585 would provide Federal reimbursement to States for supplementary 
payments under State unemployment insurance laws for workers whose unemploy- 


ment is due to Federal trade and tariff policy. It would require a finding by the 
Tariff Commission and certification by the President that unemployment in a 
given industry has resulted from such Federal trade and tariff policy. It would 


authorize reimbursement to States which paid supplementary unemployment- 
insurance benefits to workers in a weekly amount up to two-thirds of the indi- 
lual’s weekly wage and for a period of not more than 39 weeks in a year. This 
nay be contrasted with the present level of benefits which is aimed at 50 percent 
of weekly Wages and payments under State laws for periods of 26 weeks 

he prineiple involved in this bill was carefully considered and rejected by the 





' 


Com on on Foreign Economie Policy, under the chairmanship of Clarence M 
Randall. The Commission’s view on this matter was accepted by the administra 
hw 

We do not favor enactment of H. R. 8585 for the following reasons: 

1. Imports are seldom the sole factor causing a decline in employment. The 


Tariff Commission attempts to evaluate all the factors, but even if it determines 


that imports are a preponderant cause of a decline, this is not to say that purely 


lomestie factors are not also in part responsible. Yet the claimants for benefits 
would have to be treated uniformly, and to be paid higher benefits even in situa- 
tions Where unemployment might have not been caused solely by imports 

2. If supplementary and higher benefits in weekly amount and Curation are 
provi ‘ed at Federal expense for workers unemployed beeause of foreign compe- 
tition, it woul’ tend to suggest that other groups might be similarly aided because 
of other special circumstances contributing to their unemployment, such as 
cancellation of defense contracts 

It does not appear justified to pay higher amounts for longer periods to inci- 
viduals unemployed for any one reason than to workers unemployed because of 
other causes. Such a discriminatory proposal would certainly set a most unce- 
sirable precedent and the Department would not approve the bill on that ground 
alone 
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3. The bill would be effective for a single vear Since State legislative a 
\\ yuld pe needed to provi : the higher penefit I rer’ 1 there W ild St il 
be time for action by the State legislatures acce} g its provisior before 
time limit had elapsed 
1. The bill would require the States that accept it t assify unemplo 
workers by industry or even by product Aside from 1 lifficult task impose 
on the Tariff Commission, this would impose nsiderable burden on St 
agencies and local employment offices to decide ! i ints were el! 
to the benefits of the bill 
CONCLI LON 
The issue at stake in this prop egisia es a ve : } 
' and I hope that, with all the testimor! about pecil ( i ind stat $ 
one simple issue will never be lost sight of 
That issue is this: if unemployment insurance is a good thing for the emplo 
the emplovers, and the country when applied to 1 third f the Nation’s lal 
force, is it not a proportio1 ately etter thing whe applied to aS many 
. people as can administratively be covered If u ip! ent without as 
income is a personal tragedy to one of the two-thirds protected, is 
less a tragedy to the uncovered employees and their familie 
We are in serious danger, in this country, of dividing our working people 
first-class and second-class employees he first-class emplovees are thos 
have insured protection against income loss fro inemployment and the 
The second-class employees are those who are excluded from these kinds | 
tection When the first-class employee loses his job for economic or o 
reasons, he can go in and collect his insured weekly benefits without any los 
self-respect When the second-class employee loses his job and is. wi 
income, he has to go on rele f, or bee from his rela ives He as to subn t 
means test and to the humiliation that attaches to the status of being a ] 
charge in the community 
I do not believe the people of this countrv wi a ept this discriminatio 
permanent arrangement. The extensions proposed by these bills must 
ooner or later. They are, in fact, long overdue Che administrative and 
arguments have been fully answered by the experience of a number 
representati\ States 
The passage of H. R. 8857 and 6539, the abolition of this two-class treat 
American wage earners, and the removal of the nightmare of incomeless unemploy 
ment from the lives of 6 million American workers and their families, w 
think, stand as one of the finest achievements of this or any other Congress 
List OF CHARTS AND TABLES TO SUPPLEMENT DEPARTMENT OF LABOR TESTIM! 
on H. R. 8857, H. R. 6539, H. R. 6537, ann H. R. 7054 
CHARTS 
1. Percent increase in covered employment by cover: f small firms Lp 
2 Increase in covered employment bv coverage of sma firms. March 1951 
3. Number of Federal workers, June 1941 to December 1953 
4. Separations from Federal employment, 1949 and 1953 
5. Number of Federal workers, selected S 
6. Weekly benefit of Federal employees State selected States 
I Ll 
] ] ffect of s ze-of-firm restrictions of State Lri¢ pioy t SuUTrance law 
number of workers covered DV State \I are I ] i] 
2. Effect of size-of-firm restrictions of State employ ance laws 
imber of emplovers covered, by State. March 195 
3. Effect of size-of-firm restrictions of State unemp irance laws 
amount of taxable w: covered, by State, first arter 1951 





t+. Number of workers excluded by size-of-firm restrictions of State unen 


ment of 


I 
ment insurance laws, by industry division, 35 State March 1951 
5 Number of employers excluded by size-of-firm restr t ns of State ner 
ment Insurance laws, by lustr { slo 3 State Mareh 19 
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reentage distributi« of workers excluded by size-of-firm restrictions of 


State unemployment insurance laws, by industry division, < 
March 1951 

reentage distribution of employers excluded by size-of-firm restrictions of 
State unemployment insurance laws, by industrv division, 35 States. 


reentage crease in covered employment if size-of-firm restrictions are 
removed from State unemployment insurance laws, by industry division, 
ov State March 1951 


es by minimum size of firms covered under State 





mtributions: Size-of-firm distribution of rated s and assigned con- 








ribution rate {8 States, rate vears beginning in 1953 
ium effective period of required under State experience rating 
wws and regulations for rate variation of employer contributio 
ected data on unrated employers for tax-rate vears beginning in 1953 
1 civilian employment 1 the executive branch of the Federal Govern 
ent June 1941—December 1953 
eparatio from Federal employment by type of action, full-time en 
plover Januarv—December 1949 and 1953 
f nonthly eparatio rate of full-time civiliar employees and Wage 
Board emplovees, by selected Federal agencies, January—December 1949 
and 1953 iumber of separatior per LOO employees 
aid civilian employment in the executive branch of the Federal Government, 


by State, December 31, 1953, and weekly benefit amount for total unemploy 
ment plus maximum potential benefits in a benefit vear, for claimants wit! 


specified high-quarter and base-period wages, by State, June 1, 1954. 
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INCREASE IN COVERED EMPLOYMENT 
BY COVERAGE OF SMALL FIRMS 
MARCH 195! 





COVERED WORKERS NUMBER OF ADDED WORKERS 
MUMORED THOUSANDS HUNDREO THOUSANDS 
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TABLE 1 Effect of size-of-firm restrictions of State unemployment-tr ; 
on number of workers covere l, by State, Varch 1951 
March 19 | ' 
Statutor 
l i 
State " x Cr . ¢ 
period oh al 
I ‘ ( 
h work 
51 States 4 409, 211 Oi 
35 States 4 24, 794 rit } 
Alabama 8 in 20 week 4 464 75 208 7 ¢ 
Alaska latanyt 9 g 
Arizona 3 2) week 119. 2 Q Be 9 
Arkansas 1 0 day 2 27 
California l at any tir 2 677, 57 
Colorado 8 in 20 week 912 548 97 9 
Connecticut 4 in 13 week 6 { , 9 
Delaware 5 1 or ) 
District of Columbia 
Florida 8 20) week $59. 2 124 R 7 
Georgia i 17 RQ 17.8 
Hawa it yt 8 
Idaho 
Illinois f 2 9 9 0 9 
Indiana Sin 20 week j81, 218 $2 Hi 4 
Iowa 8 wer { ? 2 ® 
Kansas s 2 “ a 2 
Kentucky { } quart ‘ aoe 
Louisiana 4 2 ek 2 64 x9 


Maine ir " k 

Maryland at t 4 
Massachusetts 4 ek 1. 482. 4¢ 
Michigan 5 “0 t tly 


Minnesota f } ) 











Mi ippi 80 GOS 49. 44 

Missout i g . 
Montana . ’ 

Nebraska 8 in 20 week . ‘ 

Nevada t t ‘ 

New Hampshire 4 week { g 8 
New Jersey I7¢ s 


New Mexico 5 it ar { 588 ) 
New York 4 ir . 4 44 7 Av ) e 















North Carolina 8 in 20 week 695, 839 &. Oo 
North Dakota lo 13. 466 0. 70 
Ohio Sat any ‘ 9 sO RE, € 6 
Oklahoma 8 in 20 weel QRS, 4 8 
Oregon 4 in 6 week 1s 4, 32 
Pennsylvania la f 2, 22¢ 
Rhode Island 4in 20 week 47 74 4 564 } 
South Carolina anne Sin 20 week 7 15% 
South Dakota j 19 

lennesset Gg x 

Texas i ® g 72 
Utah at 
Vermont 8 in 20 week f { ; 
Virginia i 29 8 
Washington it ar t ‘ 4. 269 
West Virginia 8 in 20 week 80. 74 6.614 ‘ 
Wisconsin 1 1X week +, 902 799 
W yoming it ar 19 

In effect during 1951 I I | rt t 
2 Data reported by State ‘ l ge 
Estimates based on data I ed by Bureau oO 4 I 1 I 

ployment of single-unit employer se Ma 1 BOAST« 
of workers requiring an ¢ Jloyer to become subject to the State u isurance law, for t 
States with size-of-firm | tations 

4 With size-of-firm limitations in unemployment-insu iW 

5 No data available on number of workers excluded fro rag States whose e-of-f 
visions differ from ‘‘l at any time’’ only by a specified period of time nimu : ll requ 
in New Mexico, besides requirement of $450 in a calendar quarter ‘ . : 
or more in 13 weeks 

6 For employers in cities of 10,000 or more: 1 in 20 week 
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Tat ; Effect o of-firm restrictions of State unemployment-insurance lau 


on number of employers covered, by State, March 1951 














t 
| 
( Exclu ] ployé 
{M ead } j ‘xclude 
ly 1951 ie ¢ 
‘ 192. ROR 1, 433, 869 9 49 
738,479 1, 433, 86Y 2 66, ( 
Alat ), 21 26, 111 73.9 
Ariz 244 6, 293 13 2 j 
Co i f 64 21. 064 4 
Cx 1 1. 349 9 ® 
| 2 69S 48. ( 7 
2 } 4,01 73.4 
(| . 131, GOS 188, O7E 7 
s 3, 842 1, 694 7 
i 4 ] HSU) 42 R73 $ wf) 
Ka Ve 31,173 79 
el f A), 837 5 
‘ ~ 190 ) , 
Ma { 14 ) ) 3 7 
M 87. 84 115. 079 7 
M 2 22.109 4, 038 4( 
M t 17,1 23, 14¢ 74 
M RY 8 746 bt 7f 
k & 21.49 ( 78. € 
{ f 679 54. ¢ 
4 (nn ( t Am. f 
} yy. $54 ‘ v 
\ { 1 1 ) 23 mi) 
p i4 &, 230 ~ 7 
oO ) 65.8 14 2 4 
Ok » ; ; * s 7f t 
Oo f 4 20. 504 6, 698 ) 
R ) & GE R ATE 47 
t 4 ty I » 
), GAC { 79.8 
2, OR 13, 286 74 
x " l ) 43. 97 78 
\ 2 9 “4 
V ) s { } 
W 8 S 20 s 
W 21, 8¢ 4X, f 44 69 
edt ! ‘ 
iby I f Old-A Ir Represents singh 
u ‘ eM 51 BOASI t i in ‘ { work ‘ 
q come subje tot State unemplo ent ir e law, f he tates w 
siz 
’ vitt ! rest ployment-insurar s 
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TABLE 3 Effect of size-of-firms restriction f State unemployment insurance laws 
on amount of taxable tges covered. t State. first quarter 1951 

A J 

! M 

( } 
1 State $28 ()R $1. ¢ Q 

35 States 4 f 7 

Alabama IR 4 20, OF 
Arizona #2. SRS 4 { 4 
Colorado s 238 ~ 
Connecticut 2 9 ) 38 
Florida ’ 
Georgia ® 1% 1.8 
Illinois 2 184. 6S 7 ga 7 9 
Indiana 842. 8 71 344 g 
Iowa 2 s 4 
Kansas 2 st 
Kentucky. 287, S5¢ { 
Louisiana 2 4. ¢ 
Maine ‘ 269 12.8 
Michigan RT Rie 
Minnesota 1 t d 
M ississippi & 


Missouri 628, 8 72, 59 lls 
Nebraska 
New Hampshire . 
New Jersey 














4 6, 28 4 
New York { s , S 
North Carolina 441,21 : ! 
North Dakota 144 2 
Ohio 9 ) 2 
Okl t 
Oregon QF 2 
Rhode Isl ‘ 5 ) 
South Ca i f 
South Dak 4 
Pennessec f 
rexa 74 45, 28 $ 
Vermont 14 5 19 
Virginia 5 Rx 9 
West Virginia xo ( 
Wisconsin . is * 

Data reported by State 

Estimates based « lata fur ed | Bureau oO A ge i Insu Rey 
ible wages of single-unit employ W eM BOA 
number of workers requiring an ‘ l ( 
the 35 States wit! {-fir t 

States wit! Ool-f ent 
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PaBLE 4 Number of workers excluded by size-of-firm restrictions of 
ployment insurance laws, by industry division, 35 States, March 195 
March 19 iy nt of excluded workers 
























State 





irnem 
l 





—— ( Whol nance 
All ir tract Manu-) Put sale insur Miscel 
i istrie Mining! con factur it and ance, | Service) lane 
ae truc t retail ind ous ¢ 
tion trade real 
estate 
States 3, 289, 50) 26,676 299, 388 14,059 | 98,379 1,532,146 259,222 709 2 | 150, 396 
6, 50 H5Y 4,702 4 2, 30. 826 4.578 16, 846 
8 556 f 758 22¢ 180 3, 546 183 2, 872 
8, 288 019 6, 69 3, 329 1, 518 684 4,222 | 13, 225 
t 41,356 ». 62. 1, 92 847 l 365 2. 0458 10, 754 
133, 753 124 15,039 8, 72 2, 852 9,945 | 31,707 
101, 588 133 63 | 10,547 2,514 22 | 22 092 
279, 209 1, 206 25, 842 lf » Q 172 43. 706 58, OSY 
143, 626 l TS3 &, 288 4, 20) 9, 309 | 28, 552 
110, 443 22 9, 592 402 4, 869 7,108 | 19, 298 
81. 996 2,0 14 2 2,944 416 | 15, 485 
30, SHU HS 2,629 1. 29] 244 2.151 8, 961 
35. ORG 30) 2 234 ] 44 1, 093 2,09. & 679 
36, 161 5 339 } 1, 63 1, 900 6. 144 
231, 098 t 4,111 16, 819 RS 12.122 | 47.514 
60. OF 044 4 8 2, 7Ut $ U4 1 O72 
o0, 120 ll 230 Ll 1, 143 2,14 4, 56 
154, 839 49 | 1 t 9, 50 1,719 12, 931 32, Ut 
6, 268 2 4.977 2.474 1,879 29, 937 1088 | 10,678 
€ 11,471 1, 284 IE 444 +, YSO 69S 2, 648 
04, 604 4 12. 240 1u 2 44.8035 { 197 23 ish 
369, 004 22, 941 24, 0 9, 509 151, 218 612 | 87,912 
i 164 1, 29 10, S6t 3 310 121 | 23, 022 
akota 62 1, 483 71¢ 12, 503 1,314 3 
tt §, 736 3, FO 2, 22 $f 24 7. 467 
> 2, 91 O10 3,424 2, 18 $7, SO1 O52 
4, 736 s, 2K ; 1, 458 13, 742 2,117 
14 2 i4 st 6, 518 040 
i 174 4,163 5, 038 1,492 27, 792 SY 
ikota 25, 442 ) 1, 97¢ 1, 134 1, OOF 14, 42 1,640 4, 351 
599 7 $4 24 2,214 44, SSF 4,958 | 20, 097 
12, 009 ( ) 35. O11 { ) & 30 14] f 30). 018 
4,804 287 t i ¢ 2, 763 
102, 183 1, OS4 42 j , 3 < 4 sil 6,4 21, 468 
: t 877 4, ONE 25, 163 } 12, 2 2, 334 
10 2 12, 610 7 8 50, 97 ( 20, 49 2,72 
Est ates based on data furnished by Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance 
? Represents employment of single-unit employers whose March 1951 BOASI employment is less than the 
minimum number of workers requiring an employer to become subject to the State unemployment insur 
ance iw r the 35 States with ze-of-firm restrict 
3 Transportation, cor inication, and other put itilit 
4] ides agriculture, forestry and f ot shown separately; al lata for ¢ at ents not clas 
fled by lustry 


bla than 4 
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TABLE 5 Number of employers excluded by size-of-firm restrictions of State une 


employment insurance laws, by industry division. 35 States, March 1951 
Ep j ; ; 



































Number of em] ad Mf 
| 
Qe Cor W hok nance 
tate allt tract | Ma Public ’ insur M 
aa Mining « fac ] ‘ e, Ser ] 
dustries . 
str t r nd ‘ 
tin ’ i 
i 35 States 144, 05 74 ), 207 | 76,35 { OR § 136, 18 19 
Alabama 26, 349 18 W 2 6 608 
Arizona ti, 20 1s 1 ‘ 2 389 2, 134 203 
Colorado 21, 851 352 ( ’ 8, 77¢ 1, 78 5, 9 
Connecticut 25, 499 ‘ 0 499 23 l 7, 18 4 
= Florida 18, 764 37 2. 49 Wi2 4, a 1, 18 
Georgia 34, 364 3t 2, HK 79 424 2, 226 S " 445 
Illinois 131, 998 532 6, 293 7R2 88 21, 234 1 O36 $, Sit 
Indiana. 54, 280 270 2, 540 8 25, 867 2 | 12, O48 2, 439 
Iowa 43, 45 159 3. 75€ 1, 679 1s 2 71 2, 918 1, 32 2, O64 
Kansas 31, 476 717 2. 559 2 27 j 2 ; 7, 138 417 
Kentucky 21, 033 399 1,488 fie 704 ), 377 339 5, € 6 
Louisiana 20, 09 179 1, 204 82 f 21 1, 2 5, 214 1, 800 
Maine 14, 819 ‘ 1, 299 1,913 638 6, 2 NV 3 OW RAL) 
M ichigar 88, 31 222 8, O1F 5, 12 2, 165 4 75 5,42 21,46 3, 83 
Minnesota 22, 109 34 649 160 1.004 2 309 RAE 4. (26 642 
Mississippi 17, 428 10) 97 338 397 &, 49 3, 884 ; 
Missouri 19, 219 Q7F 4 AR 2 1, 82 9 78 RA? 14.0 2 694 
Nebraska 21, 713 79 1, 910 748 73t 10 3 ( 4, 928 JSS 
New Hampshire 6, 995 ‘ 801 51 28¢ 2, 865 129 1, 74¢ $46) 
New Jersey 62, 732 30 7, 203 2. 878 ROT 25, 979 6, 563 SAR 2, 884 
New York 224, 433 328 | 13, 705 13, 412 if 86, 902 , 6, OSS 1, U4 
North Carolina 38. O18 48 2. 683 2 7% 24 x 2 », 74 2 8 
North Dakota 8, 268 77 ot 7 } 278 
Ohio 65, 832 538 6, 173 2, 46 83, 2 7 ‘ 20, 19 y48 
Oklahoma 29, 547 1, Olt 2 316 1.02 T os 59 = reg =9 
Oregon 20, 764 42 1, 751 1, 904 RR 7, SHE l 53 1.714 
Rhode Island 8, 992 é 1,018 “ 12 618 2, 268 138 
South Carolina 373 $ 1, 204 l ‘76 4 1. 449 
South Dakota ), 048 ( R01 { ( 2, OM 404 
Tennessee 320 193 2, 21¢ l 7 Sf 2, 092 S, 16 1, 737 
Texas 2R8 2,340 | 10, 803 4 2, RE 49, 261 7 29, 552 8, 133 
Vermont 5, 986 ; 2 27 2, 447 rs, 1, 379 1y 
Virginia 37, 308 293 3, 318 2, 058 1, 253 15, 625 2, 731 9, 162 2, 868 
West Virginia 21, 470 1, 245 1,317 1, 2 833 4, OSG 1, 36 5,3 1, 066 
Wisconsin - - . 18, 629 104 5, 122 3, 184 1, 666 22, 57 3, 584 10.9 1, 483 
1 Estimates based on data furnished by Bureau of Old-Age and r 
4 Represents single-unit employers whose March 1951 BOASI employmen than I um 
numbers of workers requiring an employer to become subject to the State unemployment ance law 
for the 35 States with size-of-f restrictions 
lransportation, com ication, and other public 
‘ Includes agriculture, forestry, and fishing, not shov $ : ita f tablisl nt t¢ 
. fled by industry 


5 Less than 25 
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TABLE 6 Percentage distribution of workers excluded by size-of-firm restrictions of 
State unemployment insurance laws, by industry division, 35 States, March 1951 


Percentage distribution of workers exclude 














wor All NA iy ract Mar Put € ir Sort F 
xcluded | ind oe con- | factur 1 and ance ; 

trie t ruc g g 2 retail and ; 

r rade real 
‘ ate 

Sta 3, 289, 2 100 8 1 6.5 3. ( 46}. € 7.9 | 21.6 4.6 
A lat 1 7 7 100. ( 9 6.1 ».7 3, ( 46.8 f 22.0 5 
Ariz ; 100. ¢ R 8.9 2 ¢ 1 41.4 5.f $3, € 4.9 
Yoloradk 10 1.7 11.5 5 2. ¢ 14 7.2 22.7 4.5 
Connect 100. { l 13.6 4. 4 7.1 | 26.( 4.5 
florid 0) l 11.2 l 41.3 7.4 | 23.7 a8 
FOC Of l 7.2 10. 4 16. 1 ¢ 21.7 6.3 
Ulir ( 4 1.3 5.9 3 45 12.1 | 20.8 3.0 
India 10¢ f 9 58 ) 51.8 6§. 5 19.9 3.7 
lowa 1 § 7 4.9 1.4 ) 6.41 17.8 3.7 
Kansa LO 2. 5 9.0 4.3 3. f 2 6. f 18.9 3.9 
Kentucky LOK 1.9 7.3 3. 6 46.8 f 25.0 5.9 
Louisia 104 ) 6.4 4.4 l 46.4 f 24.7 8,2 
Maine $6, 161 10( l 9.2 15.4 4.5 43. 5 17. ( 0 
Michigs 31, OOR 10 3 10.4 7.3 2.5 0.6 . § 
Minne ‘ 60, 095 100. ( 2 8.4 8.1 4 f 1 | 15.1 2.9 
Mississippi 0, 120 100. 0 2 6.4 0. 2 5 19. 1 6.5 
M issour 154, 839 100. f 8.5 6.1 4s 8.4 | 20.7 3.9 
Nebraska 56, 268 100. ( 4 x & 4.4 3 19.0 1.0 
New Hauinpshire 11, 471 100. 0 l 11.2 7.9 ) 43.4 6.1 | 23.1 4.3 
New Jersey 103, 609 100.0 0 11.8 3. 1 43.2 1,8 3.0 4.2 
New York 369, 004 100. ( 1 6.2 6.5 2. ¢ 41.( 15.6 | 23.8 4.1 
North Carolina 109, 707 100. 0 l 5 ¥.¢ 2 46.8 4.7 | 21.0 6. 1 
North Dakota 20, S01 10 3 aon 4.4 a 60. 1 6.3 16.9 2. § 
Ohl 86, 672 100. ( 8 10.1 4.0 9. 42.1 Rf 30. 4 1.4 
Oklahoma 79, ORS LOO. f 3.7 8.9 4.3 8 47.8 6.4 | 21.2 4.9 
Oregor 34, 736 100. 2 8.7 ». 5 4.2 39. 6.1) 242 7.6 
Rhode Island 14, 705 00. ( 1 11.7 6.8 2.3 44 7.1 | 23.4 4.5 
5 h Carolina 100. ( l 7.4 Y. ( a4 49.7 5.2) 19.3 6.7 
uth Dak 100 4 7.8 4.5 4.0) 56. 7 6.4} 17.1 ‘3 
I esset 91, 599 100. ¢ - 8.0 ye 4 49.0 4 21.9 4.6 
Texas 312, 009 100. 0 2.2 11.2 4. ¢ a4 45.4 5 2. 4 6.0 
Vern 14, 894 100. { l 8. 10.8 4.9 45.4 5. 18. ¢ 6.3 

Virgil 102, 183 100. ( a 10.4 7. 3.4 44 f 21.0 t 
West V i 56, 871 100. 0 6.2 6.8 9 4.0 44.2 ’ 1.5 4.1 
Wisconsin 105, 799 100. 0 2 11.9 7.4 3.4 48.2 6.9 | 19.4 2.6 





I tes of ex lemployment based on data fur Bureau of Old-Ag sur 
sri ce R ts employment of single-unit employe farch 1951 BOA $s les 
han the minimum number of workers requiring an employ ome subject to th t mployment 
nsurance law, for the 35 States with size-of-firm restrictlor 

Tn portation, communication, and other public utilitic 
a] ides agriculture, forestry, and fishing; also data for establishments not classified by industry 
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TABLE 7.—Percentage distribution of employer / e-of-firr é 











. a , J j lf j 
of State unemployment nsurance au hy n f m, 3Oo SS es. il 
per 
1951 
Nutt i 
State ; T ¢ M 
ployers All v 
1, 444 l \ ‘ ‘ i A 7 é 
26, 349 . § { 
20 s 3 1.7 
8 { x $ 
( necticut 199 / ‘ s 
Florida 18. 764 8 5 
Creorgla 44, 364 { 
Ilinoi 31. GOS M { s 
Indiana 4, 28/ 5 ) j 
lowa 43,4 } “ } ‘ 
Kansa iit ‘ s t 
entucky 2 33 ( { } 
Louisiana 2 1 ( ) i i 
Maine 4 819 RR , 
Michigatr xs 3 ( x i 
M innesota 22, 109 - ) 
M issi pi 
M issouri 1219 0. ( ‘ 
Nebrask 21,713 (. ( { ss 14 
New Hampshire ”) Mi). ¢ .9 
New Jersey 732 W). 








Ohio f 1 5 { x 
Oklahoma 4, O4 (). { t t 

Island S, O02 l ( l 2 1.9 
South Carolina ), 373 0. ( 6.2 2 i 
South Dakota 10, 048 Of ‘ / t 2 i 
rennessee $2,320 100. { ‘ 
lexas 114, 288 10 2. ( } i ; 
Vermont ist LOO. ¢ l xs ‘ 4 +s ) 
Virginia 37, 308 Ss 8.9 i 4 4. f 
West Virginia 21, 471 0.0 5. 8 , ‘ 6.4 
W isconsin 48, 629 LO 2 4 i 4 

‘ ed on ed t 
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TABLE 8 Pe centage increase in covered employment if size-of-firm estrictions 
are removed from State uwnen ployment insurance laws, by industry d on, 34 
State Varch 1951 

I f 
Contrart| MM W hol . 
‘ \ ag . aye Se t sale a 
> \ ( 
trad : 

ta 13.2 4.4 21. ¢ 1.8 ; 2¢t 2 8.4 

A lat ‘ 7 1m ; f 40.7 4 t 4 
A ( ¢ ] f &.8 4 
21.2 ¥ 6.1 $6. 2 $2 62.3 

( t 2 8 2:4 15, 2 s 33. 6 
on ) 4g ~ ) ; } 46). € 19.8 

G : + . 3. f ; 27.9 60. 7 

I l ; $ 6 ae. 4 29 31.1 

| 14 1.3 3 4 14.3 63.8 

low 30.8 24 4 3. 4 16.9 41.8 13.8 80. 6 
4 4 13 29.9 3.3 ) 2 s 3 

K RS 9 18 9g { 7 t 30. 4 

I 4 7 2 1.4 ] 1.7 12 

M 21. 2 2.4 17.2 15. 4 42 2 

vA . 13.2 { 4). 2 ] 5g 3g 97 ; 

M l ) l { 2 6. 2 18.8 ] 7.0 

M | oF 14 2 5.9 8.1 » 9 13.4 63.8 

M 19 12 , 4 2. ¢ 6. 7 ; 2.8 ) 

K 23.9 1 ] 84 7 

fh vw H ‘ & 8 oF 1.1 6.3 g 1 

" w J 1 ] ) 6 2 21.2 l 

. y York g { l 1.2 2.4 14 

’ Ca 1. g 9 9 10.0 31 66,8 

\ Dak i 47. ¢ t i.3 13.6 6 "8 








y} 2 x l l ; &. 0 
yh 27. 2 3 2 6.3 1 4 4 
Yr l f 14.7 2 1.8 15.8 16.3 1.4 
I Isla 5 t 2 $ 10.8 28 8 
( 16.4 8 2 10. ( 16.8 47. ( 9 
Jak i 1.3 4.2 ; 11. ¢ 20.0 65. ¢ 73 106 9 
17 f gg 98 7.0 36. 6. 0 13. 6 
23 2 s t sf ) 63.9 
24 t ; 4.3 18. f 8.8 3.0 06 
\ 19. ( 24 } 8. 4 a5, 2 31.3 59.9 
W Vir 14.9 ) 27.9 8.9 42. ¢ 2.6 68 
WV 13 8.4 SS. 7 7 ] 29. (0) 41.7 
yata VI of vered worker ted by State ploy nt securit 
3Tra tion, « nunication, and other public utilitic 
TARLI } Summary distribution of States by minimum size of firms covered unde 
Ntate la pecified date 193 5 
Number of State with specified size-of-firm coverage 
. . . | 
, . ) ; Tye ve De 7 
} - ‘. 4 44 4 ine 1, 1954 
8 2 24 { 29 99 
( 
f ‘ { » ) 
2 
‘ ) ) ) s x 
412 ‘ 414 4 
ste ecified number worker ist be em] ed for tated period d 1 calendar 
l VeOR e Sta an ¢ pay s an alternative, additi r 
f t t whether or! ibject States wit! ‘ payroll requirement il r 
W I emp] Sor! n current year covered as of Jan. 1 st vear: firms 
re ir & weeks du } ( ere i { Jar 138 
\\ I Firr ¢ I Sor ein current vear ered flan 1 that vear: firr 
, . ( mor I 38 equ ibject as of Jan. 1 of ensu ear 
‘J i Mi ota ervice f | rs not subject to Federal unemployment tax and k ted 
itside the porate limits of y, village borough of 10,000 population are excluded; and New Mex 
‘ with $450 q te pavroll ) 13 weeks 
St ver em] s Lor re at any ne n4 State ( yn size of payroll 
1 f period: in remainir States, ¢ ployment must exter 





UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCI 





TABLE 10.—Contributions: Size-of-firr tral = 
contributior ule SY Niate ‘ , » 
JUMBER O 4 yt 
T 
Employer : is ©5 z $ 4) z 
Rated accounts 9 » D4 62 RQ 9 ‘ 14 8 
Number with reduced rate R39 Q] RR ® : 4 & 344 R4 2 . 8 44 gs 
Percent of rated accounts witt 
reduced rate x2 s x { st » st 2 
Rate as 1 
0.0 68. OO { 9 ) Q . ‘ HAR 4 
0.1-40.9 $52.29 % { 6.9 { 
1.0-1.8 208, 2 St 40), 93 { 19 1 OR 14 ) 
1.9-2.¢ ) { Q 
2 6, 48 S 
2 i x 
PERCENTAGE DI I} [IO ) RATI ACCO I 
Rate as ied 
0.0 ( 
0.10.9 . + 
1.0-1.8 8 
1.9-2.¢ 4 . 
2.7 s 
2 4.9 ‘ g 9 g x 
PERCENTAGI IS I LON ¢ RATED A 
Total " " ) 
Rate assigned 
0 6.3 { { 
O.14).9 44 4 4 } 4 5.4 
1.0-1.8 x 9 % %. 8 
1.9-2.6 f s 
2.75-4.( 4 { % 
Excludes data for Alaska, M i et ind Rhode I 
juced rates for 1953 rate year \ f 1 lata for Ok 
effective July 1, 1953, are not ava 
2 Percent of taxable payroll 
§ Standard rate for all States is 2.7 percent. In Michigan sea il 28 


assigned a flat 3 perce 


{8088-54 6 
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Vinimum effective period of cove rage required 


4 Montt Other 

) 
+ 

‘9 

4 Voek f wa sid 
) 

39 

oY 

} 

1 

1 Do 

{ 

AT O¢ r s VA 








4 1 weeks of w pa 
4 1 week or Wa 1d 
45-4 
is 
4 
42+ 
) 
48 
45-4 
& + 
6 8 times WBA paid to at ist 
i+ 
4 
18+ 
12 
Hh 1 week or $13 of wages paid t 
15+ 
) ry juirements show! present the composite « 
rt ng to coverage and other pertinent pro 
it hing a time ite and 
ite of coverage e lag t 
V¥ S00 ny in i 
‘ pecified th } 
arif ire addit juired 
ate I é overed 
for the t M ize 
on State t rst ) 





inder State experience 
s and regulations for rate variation of employer contributions ! 


} om 
ist mplo 
oves 
ist one employee 


combined Federa 


State law and regula- 

lve ite and another 
base period and benefit 
he f months shown 
} } } 4 . 
4 [ i ya 
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[ARLI 2 Selected data or nrated emptlo 
it 
Alabama 4, 805 
Alaska? 
Arizona 8, 137 
Arkansa 27, X88 
California 238, 04 
Color te t " 
Connecticut 22, 54 
Delaware $22 
District of Columbia 8, 669 
Florida 4,473 
Georgia 3, O75 
Hawaii 8, 329 
Idaho 12, 904 
Illinois 8, 632 
Indiana f, 584 
10, 6R¢ 
8, 482 
Kentucky 16, ¢ 
Louisiana 19, 1 


Maine 4741 
Maryland 42 7 
Massachusett 

Michigan rm 31 
Minnesota 
Mississippi - ; 
Missourl.. 18 
Montana i4 
Nebraska... ‘ 6 
Nevada... 4 
New Hampshire 6, 042 





New Jersey 4 4 
New Mexico 11, 715 
New York 182. 337 
North Carolina 14, 083 
North Dakota 2. 681 
Ohi 89 854 
Oklahoma », 548 
Oregon 6. ORE 
Pennsylvania 86, 918 
Khode Island 4 

outh Carolina 6. 49: 
South Dakota 2, 7A 
lennessee 

Texas 814 
Utah 

Vermont 2, 12 
Virginia 13. 804 
Washington 4, 598 


West Virginia 
Wisconsin 


Wyoming... 4 

1 Pereentages are estimates derived fro lata report 
form ES-204 for rate years beginning at etime du 

3 Granting of reduced rates t nporariuly ispended 


TABLE 13. 


Periot N her 


June 1941 1, 370, 110 
June 1942 2. 306, 970 


June 1943 3, 157, 113 
June 1944 3, 312, 256 
June 1944 3, 769, 646 
June 1946 2 722, 03! 
June 1947 2, 128, 648 


Source: Civil Service Cor 


Paid civilian employment in itive 
Government, June 1941 to December 1953 


INSUR 


SOS 

‘ 

4, ON 
8H4 
* 
¥ 

{ 

4 

+ 
54, 62 
< 4 


/ 
he exer 


AN‘ 


iv 


‘ 

8 
1.9 

+. 4 
0.9 


Federal 


Number 
2 090. 732 
2. 109, 642 


1, 966, 444 


2, 486, 491 


2, 603, 288 
2. 486, 602 
2 356. 258 
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All separations from Federal employment by type of action, full-time 


é mplo yees, January—December 1949 and 1953 





y Quit tior Ot 
f ¢ 
Ow. ( 4 { 4 
487. 978 5 2 ( 84, 79 
J 9 4 . 7.618 
} ' Or { 4. 38 & 5S 
M 4,494 KS 10, 294 ) 
\ 4 4,f 4, 500 8, 504 7 3 
M 724 + & O78 ~ { 7, 43¢ 
s (9 F ) ” 1 
» 74 ; rit 4 7, OOF 
4 40), 208 429 7. 439 » 940 7. 400 
4. 182 ® 0. 6 4 HAE 7,078 
63. 4 ( 4) 344 6. 667 
a3, O04 s ) ( mf w 
ry 1 & f 431 4 at 
” 
"i 1 ) 6.9 x Q 4 
) 14 04 ) f ) 4 
Ja 4] 24 82 +, 429 ( 
} IR Rd ( na 4¢ 
M 46), 44 26, 48 5Y & R9 
A 48, 92¢ %}. G48 » 48 48 » 012 
44 28, 664 sat ) 520) 
10, 284 27, 821 th IRN 
52. Y) 04 ) & 7 » OM 
A 5 ( 210 g 3 669 RARE 
t ) ¢ ( R 4 8 38 
O ? } 4 &, 438 
t &. 74 4} ” 168 
Dec ‘ 29, 82 60 4. 922 4 AV 6. 831 
I i witt t pay, tra harge ilitary a other (ret t, d h, et 
Ss ( mis , Federal I yyment Statistics Bulletir MY a 
TABLI 15 lverage mor eparation rate of foe + nm en je and 
Le? jee p ected Federal agencié Januar 4 to Decembe 1949 
ay 19 number of separatior per 100 emp see 
ile 
A ger 
49 1953 
A ( LJAN EMPLOYEES 
Lota s i é 4 2 2 
Agr l 10 3 3 
department of the Army 4.0 3.3 
lennessee Valley Authority 4.1 4.4 
interior 3.8 4.6 
2.0 2.4 
tre ft Navy «3 1.9 











Depar el fthe Air Force 2.6 = 
reasul 1. ¢ t 
| tor 0 0 
WACE ROARD EMPL ES 
Agence 4.1 2.9 
y Authorit 5. 7 5.9 
he Ar 5.4 3.8 
Navy 3.1 1.9 
2.2 2.9 
rdustric 4.2 4.3 
Se e ( ( ul the Bureau of Labor Statist 
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TaBLE 16.—Paid civilian employment in the executive branch of the Federal Govern- 
ment, by State, Dec. 31, 1953, and weekly benefit amount for total unemployment 


plus maximum potential benefits in a benefit yea fo atmants with ecified 
high-quarter and base-period wages, by State, June 1, 1954 
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TABLE 16 Paid civiliar employment in the executive branch of the Federal Govern- 
ment, by state, Dex Si. 1958, and weekly be ne fit amount for total unemployme nt 


plus maximum potential benefits in a benefit year, for claimants with specified 


high irter and base-period wages, by State, June 1, 1954—Continued 
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Che CHAIRMAN We w ill meet tomorrow morning at 10 o-¢ lock 
There upon the hearing recessed at 11:50 a. m., on Tuesday, June 
8, 1954, to reconvene at 10 a. m., Wednesday, June 9, 1954.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 9, 1954 


Housr oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Ways AND MEANS, 
Washington, DD. ¢ 
The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in the hearing 
room of the Committee on Ways and Means, New House Office 
Building, Hon. Daniel A. Reed (chairman of the committee) presiding 
The CuarrmMan. The committee will come to ordet 
Will Mr. Larson and his associates come forward please? M1 
Larson, we are glad to see vou here and we will let you proceed 
I just wanted to say to those who are present that we are a little 
behind schedule and we do not want to foreclose anybody, but if you 
can be brief, it will be very helpful. You may proceed 


STATEMENT OF HON. ARTHUR LARSON, UNDER SECRETARY OF 
LABOR, ACCOMPANIED BY MERRILL G. MURRAY, ASSISTANT 
TO THE DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY; 
PHILIP BOOTH, CHIEF, DIVISION OF PROGRAM POLICY AND 
LEGISLATION, UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE SERVICE, BUREAU 
OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY, AND GEORGE F. ROHRLICH, CHIEF, 
DIVISION OF ACTUARIAL AND FINANCIAL SERVICES, BUREAU 
OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR -Resumed 


Mr. Larson. Mr. Chairman, shall I go ahead with the Federa 
civilian worker bill, which is the one remaining bill here, that is, H. R 
6537 and H. R. 6539, which are identical bills and which, as you know 
extend unemployment insurance te Federal civilian workers 

The CHatrMAn. That is right. 

Mr. LLARSON In his budget message thre President stated on 
January 21, 1954 

I strongly recommend extension of the unemplo ent compensatio 
to give Federal employees the same benefits as are now provided to most worker 
in private employment 


1 


He followed that up in his Economie Report of January 28 by 
recommending 

That Congress inelude in the insurance system Federal civilian employees unde 
conditions set by the States in which they last worked and that it provide for 
Federal reimbursement to the States of the amount of the costs 

1 think we might start out by observing that Federal civilian 
workers need unemployment insurance protection just as much as 
anybody else. I mention that because sometimes people have the 
idea that Federal civilian workers do not do much but take papers 
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out of the incoming box and put them in the outgoing box, and they 
think all civil servants somehow differ from private employees in their 
need for this kind of legislation. Actually, their risk of unemploy- 
ment is almost as severe as that of private workers 

You can see that from some of the charts and tables, if you like 
There is table No. 13. It shows the ups and downs of Federal civilian 
employment. For example, just after the Korean conflict, Federal 
employment fell off by nearly 247,000 between June 1952 and Decem- 
ber 1953 

There are about a half million separations from Federal employment 
every year and between 17 percent and 50 percent of these are what 
are delicately known as involuntary separations. About a quarter of 
Federal employees are what are sometimes now called blue-collar 
workers or wage-board workers, that is, people who do manual and 
similar work in arsenals, in Navy Yards, and in other Government 
facilities 

For them, of course, the risk of unemployment is even greater than 


that of the ty pical civil servant The separation rate averages 2.9 per- 
cent pel month compared with 2.2 pereent for all Federal employees 

We made a little study the other day l think probably this is the 
only one of its kind that ever has been made. Last year after quite a 


lot of Labor Department employees were involuntarily separated, a 
few months later we went around and checked up to see what had hap- 
pened to them, and I think we have a pretty good little case study on 
what happens to the unemployed Federal worker. This is a pretty 
small sample, of course, not entirely typical, but I think it is very 
interesting 

Three to four months later, after this group of 435 Labor Depart 
ment emplovees had been involuntarily separated, 3 out of 10 were 
still out of work and were looking for work, and more than 3 out of 
10 had been out of a job for 3 months or more, and most of those who 
found jobs had to take a pay cut and about half of them had taken 
temporary jobs 

You see, it is a very serious problem with the Federal civilian em- 
plovee. The whole philosophy behind this particular proposal, gentle- 
men, is that the Federal Government, after all, should not do a poorer 
job in respect to its own employees than it asks private employers to 
do for their emplovees 

Mr. Mason. May I interrupt there? 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Mason will inquire 

Mr. Mason. If Uncle Sam forces other employers to take care of 
their employees on unemployment insurance, then Uncle Sam should 
at least set the example 

Mr. Larson. That is right 

Mr. Mason. That is the basic philosophy behind this bill. 

Mr. Larson. That is correct 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Chairman, may I make a statement? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Larson, in support of what you have said, I am 
sure you have taken into consideration the fact that during a period 
of emergency, particularly, the Federal Government takes on a lot of 
additional workers and among those are many of the so-called blue- 
collar workers 








UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCI S] 


I had an experience following World Wat I] with the torpedo station 
at Newport, R. I., where the normal employment figures, which rat 
around 1.000, was built up to 13,000 Many of those that wet 


employed there at that time were men who were eligible for military 


service, but the Government insisted that they were of greater 
to the country by remaining in those jobs than going into thé 

They were also offered jobs in private el plovment here the 
could have made more money, but they were men with civil-s 
backgrounds and insisted on remaining where they re 
to do their duty The result was that, when the eutback ime, these 
people were thrown out of jobs. They had no unemplovment co 
pensation to rely on and many of them could not witl aw U mo 


thev had paid into the retirement fund 


The result was that we had a repetition of hat hapnened after 
World War | | do not know whether Vou al famul ar) th tl »! 
not. but a few people se nto be that one of t if it | intl { 
of this country dug into his own pocket to the tune of some $250 
to pay the way bacl hon e for man I leral en pliove t| 
thrown out of jobs and did not have money to pay th 
home. I will not name him now, but I ean tell vou in confidence who 
he is I do not want to embarrass the ind 

I think it is the dutv, not of any individ eo 
that sort, but of Uncle Sam who ought to do it t ouch tl 
of unemployment compensation 

Mr. Larson. Thank vou 

Mr. Foranp. That is all, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Larson. I think it is interesting that you mention th 
of using up vour retirement pav. You may wonder what 
eral civilian workers do when the find themsel out 
without anv income. Of course, some of them have a little ae 
annual les ve and mav get alone on the aver: 1 few day yt 

We studied that and found that if vou i 
accrued annual leave that people worked up the last couple of 


it would be about 8 davs in 1 vear and about 10 days the follo 
year. It is not any real protection against unemployment at al 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri Mr. Chairman, could I : au questiol 

Mr. CHArrMAN. Mr. Curtis, of Missouri, will inquire 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. How does unemployment insurance work 
in regard to terminal pay that is paid to salaried emplovees in private 
enterprise? Is such a man considered. not unemployed until th 
terminal pay has expired? 

Mr. Larson. Usually that is the case. It is usually treated as 
deferred wages. It varies somewhat, but the usual thing is that 
the courts of the States, who have the last word on this questio1 
usually treat it that way 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. In this particular bill how would you 
treat terminal pay or accrued wages? 

Mr. Larson. In this bill accrued leave would be counted as deferred 
wages. It is expressly so designated in the bill, so you would have to 
use up your accrued leave before you could qualify for unemploy- 
ment compensation. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. Thank vou 

Mr. Larson. That would not be true of your retirement fund that 
you had built up. Of course, in both of those situations what we should 
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remember is this: That people should not have to build up accrued 
leave as a defense against unemployment. ‘That is not its purpose. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. I might say to the gentleman there that 
| have felt for some time that accrued leave should never be used in 
eu of what in industry is terminal pay and that what the Federal 
Government should do is to have some terminal pay for its employees 
\ccrued leave has been used in an improper way, instead of having 
t for the purpose of getting people refreshed 


1 


\Ir. Larson. Exactly. The whole idea of leave is to get people to 
tak a rest so they will be more efficient when they come back and 
not build up a financial fund. Certainly it is even more true of retire- 
ment pay You certainly should not expect people to draw out what 


they have been saving up against their old-age retirement and using it 
for this temporary unemployment period. Otherwise, you are losing 
the whole point of the retirement system 

Mr. Cooper. Mr. Chairman. 

The CuairmMan. Mr. Cooper will inquire 

\ir. Cooper. May I inquire briefly for information? 

How is it you propose to finance unemployment insurance for 
Federal employees? 

Mr. Larson. The financing system is very simple. The States, of 
course, Will handle the administration and pay out the benefits pretty 
much as it the people involved were ordinary private employees. 
Then they will report to the Federal Government how much it has 
ost them and the Federal Government will reimburse the States. 

Mr. Cooper. Does the financing so far as Federal employees are 
concerned contemplate that the Federal Government shall get the 
benefit of the experience rating? 

Mr. Larson. | do not think so, no. Well, in a sense it does because 
t would be sort of built in. It costs the Government exactly what its 


experience is to finance this system. If it has a good experience, of 
course it will cost it that much less 
\{r. Cooper. As I understand your reply, the States will administer 


it and will pay the benefits to the uneinployed Federal employees in 


those States 


Mir. Larson. That is right 
Mr. Cooper (nd then whatever it costs the State to pay those 


benefits the State bills the Federal Government for it and the Federal 
Government will pay it. 

Mr. Larson. That is correct 

\Mir. Foranp. May I put in a question there? 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Forand will inquire. 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Secretary, I believe that you will agree with me 
that the two bills, the Mason and Forand bills, on which you are 
talking now are the identical bills that were reported unanimously by 
our subcommittee some years ago and also reported unanimously by 
the full committee, but which we were prevented from bringing to the 
floor by the Rules Committee until Speaker Rayburn permitted one 
to be called up under suspension of the rules, where a two-thirds vote 
was necessary. We failed to get the two-thirds vote, but we got a 
majority in the House on it, indicating that when people understand 
this bill they are for it. 

Mr. Larson. It was not very far short of two-thirds, as I recall. 

Mr. Foranp. That is right. 
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Mr. Larson. I think the interesting feature of this bill is the way 
in which the job is farmed to the States and I think it should reassuri 
anyone that thinks that we are at all disposed to extend Federal! 
power unnecessarily to observe that the administration is leaning over 
backward in this instance to give as much of this job to the States as 
can possibly be done . 

There is another bill here which takes anothe1 approach You 
could, as in H. R. 7054, take the position that these are all Federal 
employees and why does not the Kede ral Government 
single unified system, but in line with th 


just set up one 
present philosophy and 
practice of letting the States do just as much as possible in this field 
the administration proposal takes the form of turning the whol 
administrative job over to the States \s near as possible we Keep 


up this pattern of Federal civilian employ es dDelIng treated pretty 
much like the employees oO} privat emplovers Within the diff 
States 

The same rules will apply to them as to anybody else 

For example, if they are out of work they have to make the s 


efforts to find work. They have to register for work in the same 


al 
Wity 
have to be available for work, and so on within or outside the Govern 
ment service, just as much as anybody else 

The CHarrmMan. May I ask a question? 

Mir. Larson. Yes 

The CHarrMan. In endeavoring to place an unemployed person 
another job Is it necessary that such job be comparable to that 
previously held? 

Mr. Larson Comparable would probably be a little too 


ty ' 
SLEOIUY 


It is a very complicated judgment on whether the job is sufficient 


bitly 
l 


similar to the training, background and all the rest of this employee 

so that he in all the circumstances ought to take it rather than his 

benefits 
The Cu L } 

not possibly find a job that was comparabie to it Kor exampl 

there were jobs in the war that are abolished now and [ am just wonder- 

ing how that rule applies. 


,IRMAN. I was thinkine of the case where a person could 


Mr. Larson. It is a very flexible rule. The ial phrase is that he 
has to accept reasonably suitable work What is reasonably suitable 
will depend on a lot of things—on the state of the labor market, on 


how long he has been out of a job, and so forth 

At the one extreme you do not want to take a skilled worker and 
the minute he is out of work, say, ‘“You have to go to some kind of 
unskilled menial work to support yvour fam 3 id because whe n vou 
do that you destroy one of the best features of unemployment insur- 
ance, which is to keep the skilled worker skilled and available when 
another job of that kind turns up. 

On the other hand, you cannot have a man saving, ‘Well, now, I 
have been getting $50 a week. I will not take $49.50; and this job 
is just a little bit out of my line.”” And accept unemployment benefits 
instead 

The CHAIRMAN. You have had some of those cases? 

Mr. Larson. Yes. That is a constant problem of administration, 
to form that judgment and the States do very well on that, on taking 
all the circumstances into account and deciding when the time has 
come for a man to accept a job that may be somewhat different from 
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the one that he had before, and that would apply to Federal civilian 
worke rs as well 

The CHatrMan. Thank you very much 

Mr. Larson. You might be interested in what this will probably 


cost the government in terms of dollars. It will be about $37 million 
according to the best estimate for the benefit costs and the adminis 
Mr. ¢ is of Missouri. Annually? 


| 
Phe CuarrmMan. That is with respect to H. R. 8857? 


that an average over a given number of years? 
Mr. | RSON That is based on the best vyuess we can make abo 
fiscal 1955 
\Ir. Stmpson. It would be interesting to know how vou euessed 


Nh | RSON \Miavbe | should have said estimated 
I think that is about all I have to say on the sub ject of Feder 
lian workers and their unemployment-insurance problems 


} \1 


The following data was submitted for the record by Mr. Larson 
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ibor force immediately upon separation, or will fail to file a claim 
fo! atever reasol Hence 95 percent or approximats 138,000 were assumed 
( \ ( ! g neh 
\ in average of wer of accumulated leave and 1 week’s wa i 
period, 3 weeks w go by between termination of work and the beginning of 
first compensable wer of unen ployment During this pt riod some of those 
! nNplo d will obtain other employment at an estin ated rate of 5 percent per 
we his estimate was derived by adapting the experience of other workers 
red der the State programs. Hence those qualifying for benefits w 
represent 85 percent of those filing and will number 117.300 
dD Lau fror ) reneh 
It was assumed that the experience of w ee -deral civilian workers 
egard to duration of benefits would not diffe ‘r substantially from that of person 
thrown out of private empiovment 
Chus, the average e duration of benefits drawn over the past years bs unemployed 
workers insured under State unemployment insurance programs was recomputed 
to reflect current, more liberal provisions of most State laws. (See table 2. 


The resulting average duration figure ranges from a high of 13.2 weeks in fiseal 
vear 1950 to a low of 10.2 weeks in fiscal year 1953. In the first 10 months of 
fiscal year 1954, actual average duration was 10.3 weeks. 
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Owing to somewhat higher current unemployment, this slight ris¢ is ass ed 
to continue and, consequently, the average duration for the next ir or tw S 
assumed to be around 11 weeks. 

BE Amount of benefits 

Nearly all unemployed Federal workers will be eligible in each State for t 
maximum weekly benefit amount provided by the law of that State Multiplving 
the number of Federal workers emploved in each State by 1 mount 
of benefits payable in that State and then dividing by the tot t f Fed 
workers, we obtained a rounded average of $27.50 

Multiplying this average weekly benefit amount by tl imbe é iries 
C above) and by the average number of weeks of benefits drawn (D above 
vields a total estimated cost of around $35,500,000. 

TABLE | \ } ) t 
! Er 
l fisc R 
P¢ 
104 254 i XS, 2E ‘ 
948 68. 4 99 ‘ 
1949 27, 971 26, 177 2 
1950 136, 416 2 424 + 
Not availat 
TABLE 2 tyerage actual duration of henefits nd N ‘ 
programs adjusted for present State benefit formu f a en G4 
[) 
Fiscal year é scal vear—( ed 
1947 12. 4 1951 ae 
L948 Ll. ¢ 1952 0.5 
1949 11. 0 1953 0 
1950 ls 2 L954 10 
0 ntl f ] 
Souree: U.S, Depar {I Bu I \ 
| Service J e 18, 1954 


The CHarrMan. You have another bill to which you have not 
referred. 

Mr. Larson. | think now finally I ought to Say a word about 
H. R. 8585, although we have submitted a written statement on it 

The CuarrmMan. That is Mr. Baker’s bill 

Mr. Larson. That is the Baker bill on supplementary payments 
for unemployment due to tariff or trade policy. This is a bill which 
would provide supplementary payments under the State unemploy- 
ment-insurance laws for workers whose unemployment is due to 
trade or tariff policy. The way it would work is this: It would 
require a finding by the Tariff Commission and a certification to the 
President that unemployment in a particular industry has resulted 
from trade or tariff policy, and then it would authorize reimburse- 
ment to the States which paid supplementary unemployment- 
insurance benefits to workers in these industries in a weekly amount 
which has a top limit of two-thirds of the individual’s weekly wage 
and a top duration of 39 weeks in the year 

This top duration as you can see, is a little bit different from the 
usual standard, which is apt to be not over 26 weeks in the year 

I think Mr. Baker is to be commended on this very thoughtful 
effort to deal with what is a real and very awkward problem that we 
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are all very much concerned about It has had quite a lot of study. 
The Randall Commission went into it in considerable detail, and it 
certainly deserves all the thought and study, and public attention 
and public discussion that it can possibly get 

| only wish that we could come up with the perfect answer to this 
problem of unemployment that has,some relation to tariff and trade 
policy, but, as vou ean see from our written statement, the position 
is that we do not think that this is quite the answer. There are so 
many difficulties involved and there is the question of principle, 
particularly on special treatment for one group of industries. or one 
group of employees with a standard of payment which is higher or 
may be higher than that for other employees. 

Mr. Mason. Mr. Chairman 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Mason will inquire 

Mr. Mason. You will acknowledge that there must be some solu- 
tion found for these unemployed whose unemployment has been 
brought about by the importations, which is a Government-regulated 
situation? You would agree that there must be some solution? 
Personally, I think the great advantage of the Baker bill will be to 
spotlight these unemployment groups in various parts of the Nation, 
unemployment that has been brought about by importations, and will 
al least force us to find some kind of a solution for our tariff problem 
and our unemployment problem which are very closely interrelated 

Mr. Larson. Yes. | think he has done us a great service by high 
lighting this question and showing this very, very diflicult problem 

Mi MASON. If the bill should be passed and become a law and 
operate for a year, perhaps the Nation would then finally be aware 
of these problems that are created by tariff arrangements. 

Mr. Baker. Mr. Chairman. 

The Caarrman. Mr. Baker will inquire. 

Mr. Bake! I will not explore the subject extensively because there 
will be 2 or 3 witnesses. Do you not recognize, Mr. Larson, a differ- 
ence in unemployed workers due to a broad national condition, such 
as the present temporary recession, and unemployed workers with 
unemployment due largely to a policy which has all the earmarks of 
being a permanent policy £ 

In other words, here are 2 million unemploved throughout the 
Nation and, let us use another figure, 200,000 unemployed due to 
tariff or trade policy 

The 2 million, if the spiral of business turns up, can expect in a few 
davs or a few weeks to 20 back to work normally, but here are coal 
miners and other workers; until their industry changes they must 
have a longer time to rehabilitate or hunt another job. 

Mr. Larson. I see the distinction you are drawing there. I think 
one of the difficulties there would be to isolate and segregate how much 
the tariff policy has contributed to a particular industry like coal 
mining, for example, and how much general conditions have con- 
tributed to it. That would be one problem 

| think one of the things that worries us the most is that you would 
have an extremely difficult administrative problem. 

Mr. Baker. Let us pursue that just a minute. There is nothing 
mandatory about this bill. You agree with me on that? 

Mr. Larson. That is correct. 
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Mr. Baker. You must first have a finding by the Tariff Commis 
sion that the unemployed in a given industry or segments thereof 
result from Federa! trade or tariff policy. Unless you go over that 
barrier nothing is invoked in the bill. Then if you do have that 
finding, say coal or whatnot, it is then entirely up to the State whether 
they as to those particular unemployed individuals will give them a 
longer period of duration and increase the amount. Is not the latter 
part entirely in line with the President’s economic report? 

Mr. Larson. | think the principal difficulty is that it is a little out 
of line with the administration’s overall idea that the Federal Gere rm- 
ment should not be participating in this program to the extent of 
subsidizing portions of it and financing the benefits of certain classes 
of workers. 

Mr. Baker. Of course, it comes out of the fund that caused it 
because nothing would come out of the fund unless you have a finding 
that it should. 

Mr. Larson. | think another of the fears is that if you once do 
this for one group of workers who are unemployed for this specific type 
of cause, there might be others. In fact, as you know, we have had 
this same technique or this same principle proposed for conversion 
and reconversion before and after war periods and there might ver 
well be others. 

We are a little worried about where it all might lead to once we 
started Federal participation to this extent 

Mr. Baker. I do not see the difficulty of administration. This will 
just be Federal money sent to the State after this finding. The State 
would handle it Just the same as any other money, but it would be 
paid to these particular unfortunate unemployed people 

What is the difficulty of administration there? 

Mr. Larson. I was not thinking of the mechanics of paying out 
the money. I was thinking of the administrative determination: which 
industries would be subject to this treatment, and which employees 
in which industries, and so on 

Mr. Baker. However, that is entirely up to the Tariff Commission 

Mr. Larson. Yes. It would be a very, very difficult determination 
to make and of course it would have to be followed up, as you say, 
by the States, by appropriate legislation and administration within 
the States. 

Mr. Baker. That is all, Mr. Chairman 

(The following tabulation was submitted for the record by Depart- 
ment of Labor:) 
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he CHAIRMAN. Mr. Mason will inquire 
vir. Mason. Would it | 


sion to determine that these people vere thrown out of emplovment 


Mir. Mason. Mav I inquire? 
\ 


ve anv more difficult for the Tariff Com: 


because of our tariff regulations and therefore should be subsidized 
than fo the Tariff Board inder the Randall Cor mussion to determine 
that thev had been thrown out of work because « tariff reculations 
and therefore should be rehabilitated and supported and even the 
community subsidized? I cannot see that the one is any more difficult 


than the other, and that is what the Randall Report s ecvests 

Mr. Coorprer. Mr. Mason, I think vou are in error the) 

Mr. Mason. 1 am not in error. I read the Randall Report and 
they suggest and recommend 

The CuatrmMan. It was turned down by a vot 

Mr. Mason. I know it was turned down by a vot 

Mir. Cooper. One member recommended it and ex 
minority. views but the Commission did not adopt that 
mendation 

Mr. Mason. But that recommendation still is very much alive 

\ir. COOPER You better read 1 again You ar in error about 

Mr. Mason. I read it [ know who the member was who recor 
mended and all that, and I am saving | 

Mr. Coorer. By 1 man out of 17 

The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed 

Mr. Larson. Mr. Chairman, could I just sum up? 

The CHarrMan. Yes, vou may . 

Mr LAARSON We have covered a rather wide range and | thu 
might be useful if I pulled the threads together in a few words 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Chairman, before the summation may I inquire 
a bit here? 

The CuHarrMan. Mr. Forand will inquire 

Mr FORAND | had to ave the hearing early vesterday Perhaps 
vou ga 


cave this information to the committee, but had some notes 
here. I was anxious to find out if vou had statistics showing thi 
national average of weekly benefits paid in and also the national 
average of duration of benefits that ar paid 

Mr. Larson. We have a table that is appended to the state 
that has it State by State, I believe. Whether we struck an vel 
figure on that table, I do not recall 

The CHarrmMan. You are referring to this table I have in my hand? 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Chairman, I will not press for it furthe: 
you do not have it in the record would you strike the average and 
enclose it at this point 1a t! 
Mr. Larson. Yes; I think we can very, very quickly do that. 
| have the average weekly payments which is probably the most 


-* ! ‘ 
} 1953 Che actual average 


realistic figure of all, which is $23.58 for 
duration in weeks was about 10 weeks or a little ove 

Mr. Foranp. Ten weeks? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, the average period for which benefits were paid 
That was 1953. However, the average actual duration of persons 


) 


exhausting benefits was 19.2 weeks 


) 
ie record 


ener 


\ 


tSO88 54 7 
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Mr. Coorrer. Mr. Chairman 

The CHArRMAN. Mr. Cooper 

Mr. Coope | just wanted to invite vour attention, for the benefit 
of the record and especially our good friend, Mr. Mason, to page 28 
of your statement presented to this committee at this hearing in the 
middle of the page. You have there 

lhe principle involved in this bill 
referring to the Baker bill, H. R. 8585 


is care y considered and rejected by the Commission on Foreign Economic 





Polic inder the chairmanship of Clarence M. Randall Che Commission’s 
t 


view on this matter was accepted by the administratior 


That is out of your statement 
Mr. LArson Yes: that is richt 
Mir. Cooper. That is correct, is it not? 
Mr. L son. That is correct | have the Commission report 
Mr. Foranp. May I continue? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes 

Mr. Foranp. The other point I was interested in was how many 
workers exhausted their benefits, sav, in 1953, and if vou do not have 
the statistics for 1953, the latest year for which you have those sta- 
tistics 
Mr. Larson. Yes, I think we have that 
Mir. Kean. You mean exhausted all their credits? 
Mr. Foranp. That ts ieht 
Mir. Larson. The total number of claimants that actually ex- 
hausted their wage credits in 1953 was 764,539, and the ratio—this is 
important—-the ratio of the people exhausting benefits to the total 
number of people who got any benefits at all was a little over 20 


percent 
\I Kran. Do vou have that by States? 
Mr. Larson. Yes 
\Ir. Kea 1 think it would be a rood thine to pul that into the 
Mir. Foranp. I think that would be very helpful 
The CHAIRMA Without objection it will be placed in the record 
he information referred to follows 


Bree Ve. 
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Phe CHarRMAN. Mr. Curtis 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. Mr. Baker has a question 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Baker is recognize 

Vin Baker. Along the same line as Mr Forand’s question, do 
you have that by industries, that is, the workers who have drawn 
| their wage credits industry by industry 

Nr. Larson. I do not believe | have ever seen a calculation industry 
by industry on that 

Mr. Baker. Would it be difficult to place in the record the number 
of Workers who exhausted t] elir wage credits or drew all the Ir money 
thev were entitled to in 1953 in lead and zine and coal mining? 

Mr. Larson. That would take, of course, a specialized study 
within e states Wi rely on the States, of course, for these figures 
and whether they have that or not | could not vouch fot We might 


loo] into it 


t } 
til 


The Department of Labor has contacted the States for the infor- 
mation requested above 

The CHatRrMANn. Now Mr. Curtis 

Mr. Curtis of Missour. I have a specific question and a kind of 
general question, if I may. You estimate the number of employees 
to be covered down to 1 would be 3.5 million? 

Mr. Larson. 3.4 million to be perfectly precise 

Mir. Curtis of Missouri. What would it be if you went down to 
four employees per employer? Do you have those figures? 

Mr. Larson. Yes; I think we could give you that. If we went 
down to 4 or more, it would mean 1.4 million additional workers and 
about 300,000 employers 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. In other words below 4 is the bulk of the 
3 million. 

Mr. Larson. A little more than half below 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. The general question, the one that I 
spoke to you about after the hearing yesterday that I wanted to ask 
and have your considered judgment on is this: as to whether or not 


a 
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there 1s a deterrent, any daeterrent 
Written whicl discourac 5S a Stal fron 
‘ ] ] ] lL? 
Workers OF emMpioys S below elgh 
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stat reduction ‘he ( terre! Co ( 
feelin perhap compet ais 

! Qy j | { 
the States back 1D ( I 1s hh put | 
else just the in 1 or the she | | 

1 ] 

moy in this direction 

It is difficult enough ) 

1 

Ui Vel nen you try O 2g 
Stabe basis 

\ Cul Act 
the! Is an ¢ rn »cvoO D 
Will vet that e O 

Mir LARS 0 co | ( 
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Mr. Curtis of Missouri. As far as 


cerned, they do not have to pay 0.3 per 
Mr. Larson. That is true. The 

to some extent they may get theu 

less-than-eight group paid for by the Fede 


‘ ; o. 
L1ISsourl Act LWily »\ 


Mr. Curtis of 
lation we will then be taxing the 17 Stat 
affirmative step of gon 


a tax for 0.3 percent when pres ntlv the 


down below | 


that would be true of other States that ma 


but at least to the extent they have gone 

Mr. Larson. That is right. That, of 
argument, that this is removin 
out the whole country, and one of our pi 


| 
that this is an occasion for Federal action 
tax that LS di crimimatineg pel ( I Til 
employ ‘rs ol 7 I li ss and I the Ie S i 
been imposed by the Federal Gov hinent 


for it any more, 


Mr ( URTIS Of Missourt To turn thre eC 


the word “discrimination” I would put 


Federal Government as the law is present! 
States to adopt “below 8” to the extent 


tax, and the basic fact still remains that 


the law is written that would deter a Stat 


a | 


Phe other reasons wl 1c.) ou sugevest are n 


Mr. Larson. It Is &@ pretty small it | 
or not actually to have any effect on Stat 

Mr. Kean. Mr. Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN Mr Kean will nqu 

Mr. Kean. Of course, unless the Sena 
Mills bill, which is ove: 


ho good out of this additional tax where the 
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employed It is quite possible that a large part of them held on hoping 
that they would get back into the same industry while they were 
getting these une mplovn ent benefits and when they found that they 
could not they shifted over and got employment some vhere else 

Mr LARSON Yes It is ver hard to know or compile Statistics 
on what happens after the exhaustion period 

Mr. Kran. There might be some indication at the State relief 


agencies because probably if they actuall were unable to gel joDs 
the would have to apply for local relief 

\Ir. J RSON. That is the next place vou would find them, that ts 
CO ot 


| e¢ CHAIRM \ Now W will ae Ve our sllmmation 


Mi SON | thought | rl it De ood to n up because Ww 
have ranged over a considerable territot ! think this has been 
very good discussion because it has narrowed the issue down con- 

lerably [ was very happy to find that there was general agreement 
that this sort of unemployment insurance protection is basically a 
rood thing {tor everyvbod\ and considerable agreement that there 
“ no wm iperabl administrative cost obstacles 

‘| he whole issue seemed to come down to the bas (| stion Is 
this something which should be left to the States or 1: the Kederal 
(;overnment invading the State province when it proposes to make 


this particular move? 


Now, on that speci question on which we spent most 


I would like to sum up the five reasons very quickly that seemed to 


of our time 


me this is not invading the province of the States 

First of all. rentlement, | would like to stress the facet that this is 
part, a very integral and a very important part, of the President’s 
overall economic program for this country for dealing with the 
problems of economic stability and unemployment and the general 
well-being of the people of this countr\ 

| think the significant thing about that is that this proposal is 
coming from an administration which has done more to carry out 
the philosophy of letting the States do as much as possible as any 
administration for a long, long time, so | think it is significant that 
this administration which will alwavs adopt the let-the-States-do-it 
poli vif there is anv wavy of doing it, has in this instance after care- 
ful study concluded that this is one case where there is an obligation 
on the Federal Government to move 

Second, this does not involve any change in Federal-State rela- 
tions This does not involve any federalization that was not there 
be fore As | pointed out at the outset, this figure of eight was a 
Federal choice and that was one of the very, very few details that was 
left up to the Federal Government, and practically everything else 
benefit amounts, durations, administration, and all the details and 
the conditions were left up to the State 

| quoted you the legislative history showing that right from the 
Start it Was contemplated that this figure wo ild be under constant 
study and would be reduced as soon as it was administratively feasible 

Third, the Federal Government has a very real concern with un- 
employment, as the last bill we discussed brings out and it has not 
only a concern, but it has a responsibility that it simply cannot get 
out of by saving that this is something that the State should WOIT\ 
about. 
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The existence of millions and millions of workers who face th 
prospect of incomeless unemployment due to causes beyond their 
control is something that transcends State lines and it places the 
responsibility, it seems to me squarely on the shoulders of t] 
Federal Government 

Fourth, the tax discrimination question. We are dealing with a 
Federal tax statute It is discriminatory | 


f there 1s not a ood 
reason for the discrimination it is definitely the Fe 


deral Government s 
business to explain the discrimination and get rid of it if there is not 
a cood reason for il We | how from experience that it is 1¢ asible LO 
cut below this eight or more level, and so it is up to us in the Fede 
Government to get rid of this discrimination 

Finally, we have the discrimination between emplovees This is 


the question that was picked up in | or 2 of the ni Vspapers Id 
not even say this vesterday but it was in the vritten stateme 
They picked up where | made the point | this sa quite serious 
one—that in this and in othe programs it trikes me that we 
setting up a two-class system ol employees in Ul country 

The first-class emplovee When he is out of a JOD Te Inemployvme! 
or other reasons goes in with his head held high and he eolleets his 
weekly cash benefit There Is ho humiliation There Is ho disgrace 

The second-class employee the fellow who 1 ilwavs exeluded from 


these programs, the small-iirm worker and the ot 


iers, When he is out 
of a job through no fault of his own and has not any income has to 
beg from his relatives or he has to VO On relliel aS Was mentioned 
moment ago 

When he gyoes on relief he has to vo through a humiliating m 
test and the neighbors talk about him If he comes home with six 


f | 


Cais 


cans of beer in his grocery basket, Ol if he is driv ing a Car, Or i iS 
wile vot too new a dress, people begin to tal about it That is the 
second-class employee The second-class employe has LO go through 
that. Why? Because he works for a small firm 

I do not think this country is going to put up with this diserimina 
tion forever. I do not think it was ever intended to be a permanent 


arrangement that we should divide our American workingmen into 
two classes when they are innocent victims 


The CHarrMAN. It goes even further than that It is very humil 
iating to the children and sooner or later they suffer in school from thi 
talk. You know, children are sometimes rather outspoken. It harks 
right back to the fundamental issue of the self-respect of the family 


Mr. Larson. This is one big overall attack on this problem of 


unemployment insurance—the Federal part, the experience rating, the 
1 or more part—and I honestly think that if vou look at it in the large 
perspective of the program you will agree with me that to extend this 
kind of protection, and to cet rid of this 2-class system, and to remove 
the nightmare of incomeless unemployment from 6 million m« 
people, will be one of the finest achievements of this o1 any other 
Congress. 

The CHarrMan. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Byrnes. Mr. Chairman 

The CuHarrMan. Mr. Byrnes will inquire. 

Mr. BYRNES | do not want to prolong this. but | have to make a 
comment on the two-class system the secretary talked about It is 
recognized we do not do anything here with another class of people 


re 
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we have; namely, the self-employed, who also go broke, go out of 
business anda then have to look for en ployment, so we are still] 
\¢ ! them in a eparatle cl 

That is the Sune thir ro as lar as the ( mplover W th one employer 
1 small establishment. You have two peopl 

One is the employee and you say, ‘Well, if the emplover go¢ 
broke in business. the emploves rets tal en care of.”’ ‘] he employe r 
does not You are still not roing to p all of our citizens on an 
eC | plane far as this parti ular prol lem is concerned You are 
still going to have a two-class svstem 

\1 L, SON, I, of course qdid not expect to dispens« with th dis 
tinction between employers and employees, which I think will always 
r Vi] 

The CHAIRMAN Are ther: any other q lestions? 


Mir. Knox. Mr. Chairman 
The CHarrMan. Mr. Knox will inquire. 
Nii 1 NOX. \Ir secretary, in vou! interp etations of the provisions 


I 
d from what you have said that this 





of tl bill, | would understa 


‘fessional, trade, or any busines 


would affect the emplover, such as pl 
employ er re ardless of what the business Was; 1S that correct? 

They would be subject to the provisions of unemployment com- 
pen ition? 

Ir. Larson. There are some limitations in the State act on non- 
profit charitable emplovers and the like 


Mr. Knox Nonprofit. Wouk you stats those again? 
Mr. Larson. Agricultural, and domestic, and so on. There are 


some limitations on covered emplovers and employees still I might 
add, too, that there is still some elbow room here for the States to 
push on ahead as they find it administratively feasible, if they like, 
into some of the areas that are still not yet ce mpl ely covered, sO 
that th does not quite clos thy hook 5 

Mr. Kwox. That is all 

The CHarrMan. Does that conclud2 vour statement? 

Mr. Larson. That Is right 

The CHAIRMAN I want to congratulate vou on a verv fine and 
clear statement. W thank vou verv much for coming in and for 


the i formation you have elven 


Nir | Did Vou si t 7 tt 0 ( Wil esses [rom the 
Labor Department will not be here? 
The Cuarrman. They will not testify. They are here 


Nir B R { nder thos Cll mstances | would Liké Lo ask Mr. 


Mr. Baxi Mr. Larson, we have heard a lot lately about the divi- 
s10n Oot powers 1n these | nited States of ours and | am thinking about 


d on of responsibility now Here is a great sezment of workers in 
dustries out of employment due to a poliey of the executive 
lepartment No one can question that, as to lead, and zine, and coal, 


t} 


and other thil 

What branch of the executivi department if any, has the responsi- 
bilitv to do something for tho parti ulat employees who have been 
put out of a job and to whom you cannot offer substantially similar 
employment? Is that the Department of Labor, or what department 
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Mr. Larson. | think the Department of Labor definitely has the 
responsibility. I think we all have to kee} 
that you have been working on and some others and try to come up 
with some practical solution to this. 1 wish we | 
just afraid we do not 

Mr. Baker. You cannot offer these people—or the States cann 
substantially similar employment \re any steps being taken in thi 
Department of Labor to do something for those coal miners’ 

Mr. Larson. | think one vei lmiportant step Is ot course, to 


> 
/ 


prove what we have in the wav of une mployn ent msurance so 
doing the maximum amount within the present framework. We have 
been urging, as you know, the State governments to improve thi 


unemployment compensation standards as much as possible, and 
would help a rood deal in some of these areas if thev were getti 
really full-scale unemployment insurance system 

Mr. J,AKER That is the next question In his Keonon \ Report 
to the Nation the President in January of this vear reeommended that 
the States increase the amount of benefits and the duration of benefits 
We agree on that? 

Mr. Larson. That is right 

Mr. Baker. Under that what is wrons th this bill, H. R. 8585? 
That is all it does, is to sav that if vou ll do what the Presider 
recommends as to these parti ular peopl out ota job found b 
Tariff Commission to be out of a job because of our trade policy, thet 
we will olve you some money to give them a ionger time to vet Dar 
into gainful employment. What is fundamentally wrong with that? 

Mr. Larson. I think what bothers us is the principle of Federal 


subsidy entering into the unemployment insurance business—for one 
thing, the principle of discrimination between workers unemployed for 
different causes in the amount of benefits that ( can dray 

Mr. Baker. It would only be under this bill as to those who ha 
been found by the executive department to be out of employment 


hecause of the tarifl poles 
Mi LARSON Yes. Dut vou m ht hav | vo r emplove i tor ,Q 
weeks for 1 cause and another for ano One would draw compet 


sation the 39 weeks and the other would not 


Mr. Baker. Due to Federal policy 


Mir. Larson Chat is correct. but from the rkers point of view 

: ; ] | 4 ] 
it would look like a discrimination. It would be rather hard to explan 
toa man who ts cut off at a shorter period why his compensation shoul 


be less than the others 


The CHatrrMan. Does that conclude your questionin 
Mr. Baker. Yes 
| 
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1 1 for 
no a 
vonder tf nat the sense of the resolutions con ittee, that the conference is 
le nniite on record, by the past resolution, that we do favor extension of coverage 
by Federal or cooperative Federal-State action, and I would like, at least, to be 
re we are not rescinding that by rejecting this resolutior If that explanation 
in be ven, the I think the resolution we just passed covers the general s ibject 


Mr. Hake. Of course, the conference has gone on record extending coverage, 


he resolutions committee as to whether we were roing 


to be specif to try to tell the States that they should be in favor of covering 
Federal employees or maritime workers, or down to one or more, or whatever. 
That’s a State matter. We have all agreed we are in favor of it, but we don’t 
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want to pinpoint things here that there might be lisagreement o1 ere 
was no thought of reversing any stand 
Mr. RAUSHENBUSH. As I understand i t doesn’t reflect a reversal? 
“Mr. Hake. Not in the least 
Che PrResIpENT. The resolution has beet rejected 
4. Statement of Mitton O. Loysen, rep enting tl nference t hearings | he 
Committee on Ways and Means, June ¢ , 


‘When the law was first passed, it is believed e to ex le ull fir 
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These four propos re d 
comn ee recognized that 1 t f 
posal neir ently thie rer v 
re fer t { ik { 1 l sy if I 1 


Reso'ved, That the Interstate | re I | s \g 3 
affirms its support of the principles embodied and reflected bv H. R. 4133 
the | mplovment Securit Administrative I . ¢ Act of 1951 

Section 8 of H. R. 4133 provided tha term “ er’ means any pet 
v vt al time during e taxable ur i r 1 lua n ¢ 
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‘ } { } ny j VJ ? 1 a? ? ng hé ’ , é 
re } ethe & TIn¢ / ine } (‘omm 
th nd Mear | 19 
kena ! H. R. 4133 w { ri wie principl } ‘A 1 
preser } Stat 
ar 1a ) 
{ R eT , ( | ul Une ( 
‘ T ol ‘ ) T aT 
f f } 3 I l 
j } e th Nosh n il ly Ce j ( 
’ n VV / VJ 1g 
‘ nte Fare ha | Fans ag from eight 
r ! ( pa ( ( i i act 
rad ) ave me r i era 
‘ y are 4 . ward , . vO 
i i | ( i i ) 
/ Tha ite ( f e ¢ ] rhe ‘ Se \g 
iffiy f ep ! lied and ( y H. R. 4133, tl 
| Se¢ \c i \ >| and be ru 
l 1 the s e Ol rere ( i l gt rable acti 
( i e tl Dp ot e ¢ ( HTLCe! tu 
l ) rere Ca 
] ] \/ ) 
| I : is pa na ) I 1 rer 
( ere Cf eli Wa \ 1 Mea Co t¢ a ar 
H. R. 8857 
/ Cha rhe p H. R. 8857 vould rf \ p 
1 1 e Fea \ ) oO | « I 1 
‘ wnended so a I i ‘ luctic 
then, from 8 or mor n 20 wee | re 20 | vid it this 
1 ’ | ae ) i i I { ) O i 
| idy a | lera iuidard | 
creat f a new Federal sta lin an area 1 to 
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The CHarrmMan. We thank you very much, sir, for the information 
you have given and also we thank your associates 

I am going to ask at this point unanimous consent that 
Perkins be pe rmitted to file a statement in the record and : 


Luther C. Steward, National Federation of Federal Emplovees 
| 


Hon. Carl D 
ilso that Mz 
ha 


permitted to file a statement in the record Hearine no objyectio1 
so ordered. 
eae : . Py 
The statement referred to follows 
STATEMENT OF LUTHER C. SrewarRpD, PR MENT, NATION I 
oF FEDER | 
Vir. Chai } Hy ( 
H. R. 6539 und : lera ad 
res t SOCIAL Sec ri AY \ ( 
or Federal W \\ 
I) ler i l 
e } © ad 
liseri atl I | i 
plo es ol pri | 
| refer t | ict tha | 
parated fro 
. f s 
) ( proy l rf 
} ne 1 j 
( ian ) 
lal Cay ) } 
rT { 
1 at pie I 
Federal plo I 
of =i | it 
1 a , i 
| r | 
t 1 
4 ' ] I th 
a pe! 1 of 
For statement of Hon. Carl I. Perkins ). 294 


The CHatrMan. The next witness is Oris V. Wells, A 
of Agricultural Marketi lf 
\Ir Wells. you have an associat vith vo L be Ve 


Yr HNervice Vepart ent of A 


STATEMENTS OF ORIS V. WELLS, ADMINISTRATOR OF AGRI- 
CULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE; AND LOUIS J. DUCOFF, 
ASSISTANT CHIEF, FARM POPULATION AND RURAL LIFE 
BRANCH, AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE, DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Wetus. Mr. Louis Ducoff 

The CHatrMan. If you will gi Mr. Dueoff’s ful 
capacity in which he appears you may proceed 

Mr. Weuus. I am Oris V. Wells, Administrator of Agricultura 
Marketing Service in the Department of Agriculture, and 
J. Ducoff, Assistant Chief, Farm Populatio 
Agricultural Marketing Service 

Mr Chairman, | have been asked to appear here to lay to express 
the viewpoint of the Department of Agriculture on the provisions of 
H. R. 8857, a bill to extend and improve the unemployment comp: 
sation program. We appreciate the opportunity of | 


f : , | 
testi i2@ on th 


pro osed legislation 
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{s we understand the provisions of this bill, it seeks to accomplish 
three things: (1) Extend coverage of unemployment insurance to 
employe s of small firms; (2) continue the present exclusion of hired 
farmworkers from unemployment insurance coverage but extend 
coverage to employees who process, pack, store, or deliver agricul- 
tural products for a farm operator, if the operator has produced less 
than half of the commodities concerned; and to the employees who 
perform these operations off the farm on fruits and vegetables; (3) en- 
able new employers to qualify for a reduction in the unemployment 
tax after 1 veal instead of the 38 years now required. 

The Department of Agriculture’s interest in this bill is both indirect 
and direct We are inclined to think that the benefits to agriculture 
from its indirect effects are most important. The direct involvement 
of agricultural and closely related industries is quite minor, since only 
about 200,000 out of the estimated 3.6 million workers who will be 
brought into the unemployment insurance system by the proposed 
bill ere in the con mercialized agricultural processing or servicing 
operations, and no farmworkers engaged in occupations customarily 
considered as farmwork are to be included. 

On the other hand, the indirect effects of unemployment compen- 
sation during periods of significant amounts of unemployment are 
important in supporting consumer purchasing power and_ thereby 
sustaining demand and prices for agricultural commodities. 

The legislation incorporates 3 of the 5 recommendations on unem- 
ployment insurance ni ade by the President of the United States to 
Congress in his Economic Report. The President’s recommendations 
are designed to achieve progress in affording economic security to a 
vreater nun ber Ol workers against the hazard of unemployment and 
to strengthen the unemployment insurance system as a bulwark 
against economic instability which this system provides as one of 
the built-in stabilizers of consumer pt rchasing power, 

\bout 36 million wage earners are currently covered by this pro- 

ra The extension provided in the bill will bring in an additional 

3.4 million wage earners in’ nonagricultural industries who are 
employed by small businesses—meaning in most States firms with 
fewer than eight persons on the payroll 

\n additional 200,000 workers employed in establishments pro- 
cessing agricultural products or delivering such products to storage 
or to market will be brought in as a result of the redefinition of agri- 
cultural labor and the extension of the act to employers with fewer 
than eight workers 

Farmers who pack, freeze, or otherwise process farm products will 
continue to be exempt from the Unemployment Tax Act, if more 
than half of the farm products thus processed are produced by the 
larmer en ploving processing labor Cooperatives engaged Im pro- 
cessing activities will not be exempt inasmuch as they are covered 
under the present act, although any unincorporated group of 20 or 
fewer farm operators who process only their own products will be 
exempt. Hired farm workers will continue to be excluded from. the 
inemplovrrent insurance provisions 

We are in agreement with the objectives of the proposed legisla- 
tion since the benefits to agriculture resulting from the supporting 
elects OF unen ployn ent insurance payments on consumer purchas- 
Ing power are very considerable, and since there appears to be no 
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reasonable basis for excluding processing workers whose employer is 
also a farm operator, regardless of the commercial nature of the pro- 
cessing operation. Moreover, employees engaged in commercial 
canning and commercial freezing are covered under the existing unem- 
ployment insurance legislation. 

We fully appreciate the interest this committee has in ascertaining 
the possible impact of the proposed legislation on those aaa of the 
economy that would be directly affected. It is our understanding 
that insofar as workers in industries related to agriculture are con- 
cerned, the bill would include the following types of services per- 
formed on agricultural commodities: 

(1) Drying, packing, processing, freezing, grading, storing, 
and similar services on agricultural commodities performed for 
a farm operator when he has produced less Sheen half the com- 
modities processed or handled. 

The same services when performed on fresh fruits and 
vegetables in the employ of an individual who is not a farm 
operator. Thus the preparation for market of fruits and vege- 
tables in their raw or‘natural state will be covered when done in 
esti - lishments operated independently of farming operations 

The same services when performed for any unincorporated 
sion of 20 or more operators. Such groups would thus be 
treated in the same manner as formally organized cooperatives 
under the present act. 

4) Services performed off the farm in connection with the 
raising or harvesting of mushrooms, or the hatching of poultry, 
or irrigation services performed by employees of companies 
operating for profit 

(5) Services performed off the farm in connection with the 
processing of maple sap into maple sirup or maple sugar 

We would like nothing better than to be able to Five to this com- 
mittee the specific facts and figures relating to the number of workers 
involved in each of these oc upations and services and the volume of 
production of each of these commodities in their sectors now covered 
or proposed to be covered. 


However, we are dealing with a group of workers and industries 
that are at present in what might be termed a statistical no man’s 
land, since neither the statistics of agricultural ste ices or of 
nonagricultural employment fully embrace these borderline — 

However, we believe that the overall estimate of the number of 


workers involved which was estimated as around 200,000 in the Eeo- 
nomic Report of the President is reasonable and of the right order of 
magnitude. Insofar as specific impacts upon specialized types of 


enterprises are concerned, including Hamil rative and operating 
problems, undoubtedly the committee will hear the views of the trade 
organizations or individuals concerned 
It is also likely that additional detailed information is available 
from the State agencies directly concerned with the administrator 
of the unemployment compensation program. We shall be happy 
to give this committee su h assistance as we ca 1 onnection with 
your consideration of the proposed legislat 
Houmes. Mr. Chairman 
The Cuatrman. Mr. Holmes will inquire 


sSO88 a4 % 
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Mr. Houmes. I did not quite understand Did you make comment 
about the 200,000 that you were talking about on the subject of the 
seasonable worker in farm operations? 

Mr. Weius. Farmworkers themselves are specifically excluded 
seasonal or otherwise. This is the commercial operation incident to 
pare king and preparing farm commodities, and | made no comment 
\Ilr. Holmes, one way or the other. I do understand that at the 
operating level in the States arrangements are made which take care 
of this seasonal labor problem in packing and servicing and things of 
this kind 

Mr. Hoimes. Do you interpret it as being a matter that would be 
handled by the individual State 


\lr. Wes Yes, sir; I do l understand that the states, Nii 


) 


Holmes, have regulations and so forth when thev are dealing ¥ I 
SC% rT) labor and that outsid thre season thes are not consid 
empioved and that they have worked out Wavs | am not an expert 
Oh Unemployment COMpensatlion, but they have worked out Ways ol 
Labi ig care OF se usonal labor and my\ people tell me they see no reason 
why this could not be handled in the same mannet 


The CHarrMAN. By and large, Mr. Wells, it is dealing simply 
N11 Wi LS. Yes, and commercial packinghouses, and things 


Che CuarrMAn. Relating to farm products 

\I Wits. That is correct 

Curtis of Missouri. Mr. Chairman 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Curtis of Missouri will inquire 


Mir. Curtis, of Missout \I there al States whose unemplo, 
nent vstem includes these FTOUDPDS TOV 

\I Wetus. There are several States that include considerabl 
portions of these groups | believe both Florida and California, for 
example in the ease of eitrus fruit and some other commodities 
‘hev: neluded 

\] ( ris of Missout Do vou have anv statistics that vou wish 
Lo pply for the record of what States might alread’ have provid re 
ior these groups or a portion O| these groups? {ny State could pl 
vide for them, could they not? There is nothing that prevents them 


mael the present Federal lay 

Mir. Weis. Let me ask Mr. Ducofl 

Mr. Ducorr. Mr. Curt we shall be glad to look into the ava 
abilit of any statistics in cur department with reference to Florida 
and California or anv other State that may have gone to some extent 
in extending the unemployment compensation system to some o 
thes rouDps 

[am not sure what such a search will turn out It mav be that the 
States themselves ma have more information than we have at our 
disposal 

Mr. Curris of Missouri. The reason [| raised the point was this: 
You gentlemen were in the audience when we were discussing this 
question Ol eieht or more emplovees Of course the States that want 
to have a more comprehensive program may do so and actually they 
rain a benefit by gomg into it inasmuch as they do not have to pay 0.3 
percent for that additional coverage. The question immediately 


comes to my mind: Are we really doing a good thing by making a 
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mandatory svstem in these fields when the States right no il 


showed the initiative, could have moved into those fields? It app: 


to me that perhaps there are some States that have realized that and 


have covered additional fields, and I think before this comm 
should really move ahead we ouc ht to KNOW What 
themselves of these Options, if thev have, and what States hav 


Mr. WE.LLs. Two Ol our Most Unportant tru producin Stat 


Florida and California, have it, and I think in the State of Calif 
it pertains to vege tables: is that correct 

Mr 11 COFI In California that is correct In | onda that w 
be fresh citrus fruit 


Mr. Curis of Missouri. Then of cours \ Om LO e Dp 


sophical question of why are vou peop recommending ti 
Federal Government make this manaato vben those Stat 
states, at any tt hha met 1h¢ ( rop n th Dill 
areas Wi at are We init OV nak Trharadate \ Hh ¢ 


1.) 
Words 


Nii \\ LLS | thint Nir ( [is what |] \ ried to sn Ol 


Department of Acricul re is that even thi Lh we cognize th 


beneht to the 200,000 people that mi ht be volved, from tl 
point of agriculture enerall the extension o iInemplovme! 
pensation to th OH 1 hon peopl vould | ! think, a signif 
stabilizin niluence Ol he market in period ft unemp! 
temporary distress periods which would go quite a bit to suppo 
prices a) roods snd te mn rodue . 
Mr. Curtis of Misso I might aeres h that, but we are 
a] 4 ; a at ly | 
cerned nere pal vith bow do we ne ! thin resul iJ 
accomplish that th ou hy t tye method | o ( ) proposed ll 
bill of ma Ing it Mandato! tha all Stat lo th or ao we ado} 
procedures that we have of sett re ip the baste formula and tl 
States on the volition can eco te ard and have a broad 
“ 
plovment program than the Federal Go ment pre Ded 
: rr ’ 
i ha he Iss i wouid 


Nii | } 8) stihl ) Is i prob nn ! espect o hy¢ {) 
people employed u ricultt process tly the same 
I spect 0 thie enti Sroup 1D I t conme oO 

Vii ( l Is ol \l sso Vn ly ( Sst1lol i ) i}¢ 
( \ I ty es of POU yf) l | rer o ( 
pout he lu ions CoO thre ( | ot { : 
do not have the figures « vl Stat ( have pl im 
m hy eover them ome of iO people mig ( ( ( 

MM Vi a. only Sta hat I know o re Califo 


Florida 
Mr. Curtis of Missouri. | thought vou were not sure of the « 
of that coverage That was information vo ere going to 
and supply because vou have not compiled : 
Mr. Weuis. We can endeavor to find out isked this 
question before | came up 


(The information referred to fol 


Agricul t he Depart ent of Lab 


ce 


ites have availed 
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Provisions ArrectTinG BENEFIT RiGcuTts OF SEASONAL WORKERS 


The benefit rights of scasona] workers, such as those in food processing or food 
manufacturing, are affected both by the general benefit eligibility requirements 


rkers, and by special seasonal provisions All State unem- 
laws contain provisions requiring minimum amounts of 
lent or earnings as a condition for receipt of benefits (see 
he payment of benefits to 

















a Visions are jntended to restrict t 
workers who have indicated regular attachment to the covered labor force in a 
recent past period nd to denv benefits to seasonal workers and others who 
work ¢ for ort period \ll laws also require workers to be in the laber 
force and available for work during any week for which benefits are to be paid 
In addi 15 States now have effective provisions defining seasonal industries 
al asonal workers, al placing additional restrictions on the payment of 
benefits t easonal worker While these provisions vary considerably, as ind 
elow, and in table 2, their general effect is to provide that seasonal workers 
can ct inemployment benefits only for unemployment during the normal 
GENERAL QUALIFYING REQUIREMENTS 
Sea ‘ rker ure enerally subject to the ilitv and qualifying 
re is Other workers In all States eligibility for benefits for any week 
restricted to workers who are registered for work at the public employment 
ervi re in the labor force during that week, and are available for worl that 
»w ire ready and willing t 1ke work In 26 States, there is a 
‘ nt that the worker be actively seeking work, and all States car 
re ul | jual take Ost eC} 0 find work which a reasonable individual 
' | ke he articular personal and economic situa I 
\] ‘ NT ae t i enef mav be denied to ar na id al who refus i 
} I | i re rds as for hin n terms of whatever 
I ‘ ind econome Ci ! i ( he law prescribes as relevant 
I state lay I penent ) Orke! Wit! it least a certall 
eeks « O1 tur the precedir veal The amour f 
‘ ra and State the ber of weeks il related 
r ! ovine (C‘onsequet worker wit! erv little pas 
itta ( 1 employment will either t quelify for any benefi ! 
i r i aie t it | 
2s ( i ker with a specified amount of earning in the basse ear 
I ard » 1 { juUaAT t di l LION OT hose eal ngs 
| a, Vir nia S100 
N Carolina 250 
\laska, Kentucky, New Hampshire 300 
Maine, Ores 100 
Ma rchuse West Virginia. 500 
Wa ngton. 600 
| i State ill worke are required to have earnings j it least 2 
( e mor than 13 ( empl I 
\lontatr Oktaho i 
{ ( | Nel i i Sout! Dakot 
| I New Jerse iv ca 
| New Yorl | } 
\I North Dakota M ns 
\l Ohio 
| y i t I ( i ure rec | for ull we rkers 
( have ¢ ned at lea ( ( i 1 amount 1 quarter 
Ka S200 
1) ( i 250 
~ ( , i Hoo 
\ HbH0 
( l i dela i 1, Hawaii 750 
i i 170 
\\ 780 
( ! S40 
M \ 1, Per unia, Mi pi, New Mexie 900 
Cie 1, 183 


oF 
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The other three States have differe 





j i 

Indiana, base-pe riod ar gs oF a i S250 ‘ ( t 

2 quarters 
Minnesota, earnings of $300 1 quarter and S100 in anot! $500 
Vermont, base-period earni! f 30 by w ef a 

wages in 2 quarters except at $750 o1 re at le: rd of 

base-period earnings ist 2 quarters 

SPECIA I ONA "RO 


Nineteen “tate unemployment isura e | no ) ) 


although in at least 4 States the pro Ms are MOpe! t _ \ 
15 States have had such provisio ut , 
se asonal provisions have the general elfeet of re I ' ‘ 
to workers who earned all or most of their b period . 
benefit 3 base d on sessonal work. or all benen 
unemployment during the normal operating seas | 
seasonal provisions are summarized below MI 
are omitted. In the summary be 1in table 2 
between specific Statutory Drovislo! { 
statutorv language 
Seasonal « ploy nent. Of the 15% tes i 
operative, 3 restrict seasonal employme » proc ! ! 
Delaware, Minnesota, Wisconsin While I I \ 
processing as an example of seasonal employme | 
seasonal employment in terms of industri oO 
Which it is customary, during a 1 larly recurri 
scribed minimum length, for emplo ( Or 
below peak employment. re lent { Vv pe ‘ Z 


and employment must be below 50 per ( 


The administrative ageney must 1 . (Ti 
industry or emplover 1s aan} | nd 
particular industry 
Restr d to food pro 
essing 
Alaska Mi D 
cf ‘ » 2 


\rizona Em ployme r ( 8 
( vera f 
\rkansas I’m plo ( 6 ce 
Colorado One es |e an 2 
1) 
iveiaware 
H i | lo ( ) ‘ 
Mair Production oj oO f tO 
Minnesota Or; Dt we 
Nor Carolina Prod ) , ( 


ol } for l 
Orego. Payroll for 12 
South Carolina Kmployment mor 
} rad « lac 
Virginia One s lk 1) 2 
West Vir i Ind vr | 
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‘ ( Kight States define a seasonal worker in terms of the relatio 
I i i i or empl nt to | otal wages. and three hers define 
of ti a ( t < propor ot t ( vorked or of absolute irnings 
eA 1; Emplovme { 
Seasonal wages re wages in bs eriod 











A is Au ( OVITIE 
* rad ] emplover vitt ess 
Delaware re an 7 ree f wages in seasonal employment 
Hawa onal employment 
N\ Cat I onal employment 
V | seasonal employer, with $25 
period of the off season 
s Car wages seasonal emplo 
! ason employment 
luring each of 2 preceding ve: 
Virg 4 70 percent of wages from 1 seasonal emplover 
Other provisior j 
\ i Wor 1 asonal employme! or ort han 50 
percent of tl ason, and worked less than 25 percent 
of the off season, during each of 2 preceding year 
W isconsi Earned less than $200 from other emplovers during 52 
weeks preceding seasona employment 
\ i Kmploved it 4 Seasonal | exclusive of nose 
Vhose empl nent ! istrv continues 1b 
a i thro out the ear, as determined Dy a 
lo! lA 
\\ Virg i Emploved ss than 100 da In a seasona dustr 
: ‘ han $100 in other covered employvmer 





ft r 
period 

Benefits based on seasonal employment paid only during the season: Arkansa 
( rado, Maine, and Oreg« 


No nefit paid to seasonal workers: West Virginia, Wisconsin 


ason limited to greater of the percent o 


easonal wages bear to total wages, al 


time, but wage credits reduced in the 





ason bears to a es 
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TABLE | Earnings or employment ree ed i 
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{ 
I i i rela t ) estilo a t raised | Mr 
( Ml I efi ( yn 2 of H. R. 8857 
rl i and ¢ ers ar yvered under the State 
» ) ‘ 1 ‘ i ber of rke 200,000) wt 
‘ I ! i ind f 2 de the Der YT 
} 1 state a ; 
i a ) LOO 360 emplovers and fror 20,000 t 50,000 
1 il pro 1 I s are now covered under Stat inemployvment 
i t i efit I agri ra or are expre 1 I 
al ( to tha Vile \ | ( btained tl I age 1 
12¢ f e Inte al Re e Code Phe ut 
200,001 id i ( f the program does i 1 rker 
j Sta : 
\ I T t a t I | it I i l t 
a j ( 1 
(‘a l Lt aor ite i about 1.200 «¢ ! ‘ und 2 OOO 
ed lf lefir ym of agr tura i ! ! 
a I i! { 4 1 1,100 ¢ | i O00 
VOT 1 bye j the f exXa ame a i 
1426 I yf e | r i it ‘ ie (¢ ! \ pr Ca or 
Verh il pro f es ar overed, int 1] ie WO! t employer 
a ( i il of the nual trade the pla | Flot 1 
lel ia a wbor ¢ ici the er ol ng ra pa . 
i pl fresh citrus fruits, thereby co ¢ t 260 e1 ers a 
+000 to 30,000 workers, depending upon the period of e Sf Lhe 
( t-s¢ I age! idd hat if the I da de tion of a iltura 
i i t i { at ect ) 1426 n the ll ber 1ropt] 1 , { ra 
t i i is mal irge pa nghouse operators ¢ t wnds of 
i ( ind produce more than one-half of the fruit the pa 
| e State « ! : iritv agencle while not repor ny coverage 
i il proce worker nder existing statutory provisio estit ed 
it al 1,000 workers-would be vered if their definitions wer he same as 
i H26 (Tt ot the Internal Revenue ¢ ode This co l ol about 
0,000 rk for Arizona, 12,000 for Washington, and 1,500 to 2,000 workers 
Idal 
he ¢« ted ber of about 200.000 workers who would be covered if s 
607 f the Federal | ployment Tax Act were amended to coincide wit] 
6 (h) of Inter 1] enue Code 2s based ¢ t tes ( 
! He 1 tenate Com ttec ce ectic he S« l 
\ ( lments of 1949 and 1950 House Peport No. 1300 (8 ( 
Da H. R. 6000, August 22, 1949, for example, it Immary 
of the bill ted that coverage Was being extended to 
r ‘ workers off the farm and certain other tvpes of ¢ entially 
) dustrial borderline I ral labor; also emplovees of nonprofit 
‘ dhe ltural or ! tions (about 200.000 
iif ) ow available would justify a downward adjustment in the 200,000- 
I e bv the number of we ! ow covered by State law llowever, 
e ¢ e of 200,000 w ) 1 origi ly on 1949 data re pward 
I re tppear rea, i ble to Take account of the oTOW TI 
or force over the past 5 vear Unfortunat ha ah 
1 O basis ¢ for deter ing the size of s | vard 
d t \ rding| il el re nnable to as ( 4 
» would be added to the protection of the program by sé 
1 5 H. Rh. 8857 approximately 200,000 


\Ir. Curtis of Missouri. That is all 
he CHuarrMaNn. Are there any other questions 
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We want to thank vou, Mr. Wells, for vour appearance here with 
us this morning. You have been verv helpful to us, I am sur 

Mr. Weis. Thank vou 

The CHarrMan. The next witness is Hon. Philip Young, Chairman 
of the Civil Service Commission We are very pl ased to bave vou 


with us, Mr Young 


STATEMENT OF HON. PHILIP YOUNG, CHAIRMAN OF THE 
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN W 
MACY, JR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


Mr. Young. Thank vou, Mr. Chairmat 
| also have with me this morning Mr. Charles Det 
our program-planning staff 
The CHarrMan. You have furnished, | bel he eon 
your statement 
Mr YOUNG I have a short stateme hit NI C‘hairmatl nm Su 


of the proposal for unemployment insuran or Federal emplovees 
which is that part of the series of proposals before you in which 1 
Civil Service Commission is particularly interes 

| appreciate this opportunity to present to vour committer 
Civil Service Comm Ssionh s Views OW proposed legislation to ») 
unemployment insurance for Federal en Plo CS Thre pel 
bills, H. R. 6537, H. R. 6539, and H. R. 7054 would extend the un 
ployment insurance system to Government workers 

As vou know the President In his | aget message and n his 
economic report this vear stronel recommended extension of the 
unemployment insurance system to give Federal employees the same 
benefits as are now provided for most workers in private employment 
In announcing the administration's legislative program for personnel 
management, the President again stressed the need for providing 
unemployment protection for Federal workers. The Civil Service 


Commission is particularly interested in urging favorable action on 

this proposal as an essential feature of a sound pe rsonnel program for 

the Federal service 
Financial protection ag 


1inst unemployment is particularly import- 
ant for Federal workers because of the ty pical fluctuations in Govern 
ment employment levels. While the general impression is to thi 
contrary, the possibility of unemployment actually is as great in th 
Federal service as it Is In private enterprise 

Government functions do not continue at a uniform level without 
change. Some activities become obsolete and are discontinu 
Other activities are self-limiting or temporary in characte! Appro 
priations are reduced and staffs are cut accordingly \s a result 
there is a constant movement of workers back and forth 
Federal employment and private industry. In the absence of unem- 
ployment protection, those leaving the Federal service are placed a 
a serious disadvantage 

The great fluctuations in the size of the Government work force are 
clearly shown in the employment Statistics Kor example n June 
1938 there were approximately $55,000 eivilian employees mh tte 
executive branch of the Government This figure increased to a 


wartime peak of 3,770,000 in June 1945 \fter the war Federa 


he tween 











mp dropper ff at about 2 million by Jun 
) } ( I ( lic he i eral « Vilian Vv 1ee 
A ) [t has declin 
cy 
i | (i) ~ | ( ) ment VO ) ( 
( mnemplovi ! protec 
. IK ! /proxin 00 
(; vorkers W nvol \ peat qd trom el rte ment 
( eal } Vileanwhile nover statistics sho ha 
: | , 
ho orKers a sep ead Troll reaeru ervice eaci l 
( by from mat hifts in empl m 
riva lust t separated Federa n 
] ; ic l ) Vi ! ‘ yensa mb LO Cte tl rh 
wl | ! LOOKI | il 1} op \ io! sult thre al Ol a 
O on the en fund contributions and accumulate 
1! Phe ~ i I | I is of inemplo ent 
\ or QO ih ( 1 rie | rotect 1 a I I n 
plovi Hig lt \nnual leave is provided for purpose 
Oo . on sb Om nd necessary personal dD ness 
TI | ! ter on against unempl I rorees 
Fed nployees to forego needed vacations and other time off it 
the ni Ol ( ty In this iL both he Government and its 
pel ! thie iu OL Ss } i practices 
ih) that ul ol reme! contributions Like Se ] Ine rable 
Sin t require mplovees to wipe out their earned pension rights 
TI means that some separated Government workers must risk then 
fut ( rh i; secu 1) Oo! } I Federal Service? tO pt VIG 
needed Irrent come 
Key n these sources OF Tnhanecia:r protection bas d on a forced and 
indesirable use of earned benefits, cannot mect the unemplovment 
needs of all Federal emplovees There are now more than 600,000 
indefinite and temporary Federal workers. Turnover is particularly 
heas n this group of emplovees whe are most vulnerable in redu 
tiohs im tore because Of the tenure and relativel short leng thh Ol 
SerV i They are covered under old-age and survivors insurance and 
therefore have no retirement « mntributions to withdraw, and eenerall 
cans e little or no leave t hie ip tide them ove unemployment. 


I feel that the Federal Government should provide unemployment 
protection for its employees which is comparable to that available to 
lost of Our country s work tores \s it stands, we deny Federal 


WOrKCI a condition of employment se urity which the Government 


’ ] ri . ] 4 11 
ree Ires private mplovers to provide This Is not OnlV mequitable 
to emplovees, but from a personnel-management vliewpou inpall 
the ability of th Federal services oO attract and retain competent 


To correct this situation, the President has recommended that 
I cael | | han employees ay covered Ly the eXIsting inemployment- 
Insurance system under conditions set by the States in which they 
t worked, and that the Government reimburse the States for the 
1c principal 


add d costs The Labor Depart: lent has been civen t] 
executive branch responsibility for working with the Congress in 


developing legislation to carry out this recommendation. Therefore, 


I will not attempt to discuss the pending bills in complete technical 
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detail, but will give you the Civil Service Commissio 
broad aspects ol the proposals 

H. R. 6537 and H. R. 6539 are identi ls which 
Federal employees inde! the existing unemplovment-ins ! 
as recommended by th Preside These s would ext qd uhem- 
plovment-insurance protection to Federal workers under the t 
conditions of the laws of the Stati I 1) 1 th ( 5 
determined by agreements between the Sect vy of Labor and the 
States Federal employees would thus | Lio b le 
plovment benefits as other workers and |i hel yuld be 
to be available for work In private Indust! as W as in Grovernment. 

The Department of Labor and the Bureau of th Bude om 
mend several amendments to this station lo ma Federal 
rather than State agencies responsil ior a ii! questions er 
ing’ the definition of Federal employ nent and ages, an S es Ni- 
cerning the nature of separations 2 lo clude cat ries of Federal 
employees such as student nurses, emergen vorkKers ser se 
of fire or flood, employees recelvin less thi S12 a veal e% era, 
which are not appropriate for coverage under th stem; ane 
To make certain technical changes 1} ( servi (‘omn Ol 
endorses these amendments. 

H. R. 7054 also would extend unemployment surance protection 
to Federal workers. However, unlike t] rt | bill { yruld vi 
all Federal emplovees the benefits provid inder ti 1)is t ol 
Columbia law, instead of benefits under the law of the State in which 
the employee last worked, as recommended | the Pre lent \ll 
States except four provide greater unemployment benefits than the 


District of Columbia, and YO percent of all Federal emplo es worl 
outside the District. Therefore, H. R. 7054 would not be as desirabl 


from the administration’s point of view, as it would not prov most 
Federal employees with benefits comparab! to those of other workers 
generally. 

In summary, H. R. 6537 and H. R. 6539 would carry out the Pr 
dent’s basic recommendation on unemployment suran protection 
for Federal employ eS With the recommended amendments, the 
administration and the Civil Service Commission strongly 


ment of this legislation as an essential feature of a sound and effective 
personnel program for the Federal service 

The CHarrMan. Thank you, Mr. Young 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Cooper. Mr. Chairman? 

The CHarrmMan. Me. Cooper 

Mr. Cooper. Mr. Young, I would like to inquire briefly for infor- 
mation, just from a practical standpoint, and invite your attention 
to your statement that 


o correct this situation, the Pre lent is re é ( that | 
empl yvees be eovered Vv the ¢€ 1 1re ] »\ ent-lInsurane t¢ 
conditions set by the States i hich thev last vorked al 
Covernment reimburse the States rr the ade 1 


Just from a practical standpoint, how would you deal with people 
employed here in Washington? You speak here of those under the 
existing unemployment-insurance system under conditions set by 
the States in which they last worked 
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Of course, we have thousands of people working here in Washingtons 


and their last work was here. They have not worked in the State, 
in many instances at all, they have been working here all the time 


From a practical standpoint, how would you propose to handle 


that situation? 


Mr. Younae. From a practical standpoint, Mr. Chairman, we regard 


the District as another State. We include the District as a State, 
Alaska as a State, and Hawaii asa State. The same situation applies 


Mii (OOPER Those people who have been employed by the Kederal 


Government here in the District of Columbia would be treated under 
the District of Columbia employment-insurance program? 


{ 


Mr. Youne. That is correct And that is one reason why I felt . 
necessary to point out that the District benefits are relatively low 


compared with other States 


Mr. Cooper. What are vou suggesting 1n that respect that the 


District of Columbia benefits be increased? 


Mr. Youna. | believe there is a bill pending now which takes up 


that matter and suggests or proposes an increase 1n the District 


benefits: which I think would be highly desirable from. the point ol 


v of our Federal personnel program 

Mir. Cooper 1 thank vou 

Phe CuarrmMan. Mr. Curtis of Missouri, may inquir 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. I am favorable to the extension of unem 


lovment insurance to Federal employees, | might state 


I have one question Is there any legislation pending Or any thought 


being given to giving separation pay to our Federal employees? 


‘ir. YounG. By separation pay | assume you mean severance pay 


terminal pay in addition toa lump sum leave pavment? 

Mir. Curtis of Missouri. Yes. Many private emplovers give a 
certain salary That, it seems to me, would be the first ste pin soly Ln 
the problem. | agree that unemployment insurance is certainly 
indicated, and we certainly need it But also it would be saving that 


particular fund if vou provided for some sort of severance pay for a 


Federal employee. | am just wondering if that is part of vou 


veram, too 


\1 Youna. The Administration has no provision ih the progran 


! nee pay (ot course, it does not take the plac COL Une! ploy 
! Irance or of a lump-sum payment of annual leave 
Mr. C1 ts of Missourln. May I say this, Mr. Young: It does not 
pier entirel but it does tak its place for the short 
ne that the veram pay n effect They do not go on th 
nemployvment rolls That is th Dot And it certainh sa help- 
L thin to have a man have severance pas and not have to vo 
rough the procedure of getting his unemployment insurance; and 
“ save thr unemploy1 lent insurance fund and it is a he: lth 
Ith () 
I certainly think along the sa thought, that th Federal Gov 
nment as an emplover should be a little ahead of our private em- 


plovel And vet they are by hind in this field, too 


\lr. Youna. I think vou have to look at two things Of course, 


extra dollars in the pocket of the man who is separated is going 


to help tide him over, and there will be less demand presumably on 


rt 


1 or ube mployment Insurance 


\Ir. Curris of Missouri. That is right 
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You people are coming here recommending one step, but vou are 
leaving out, in my opinion, a very necessary intermediate step. You 
have no plans on that. That subject will not come before our com 
mittee, of course. Certainly our committee is concerned with unem 
ployment insurance and should ask the Federal Government or any 
State whether there is any intermediate program tor severance pay. 

Mr. Youna. | think also we have to look at the basi philosophy 
behind severance pay. severance pay, by and tare has hot heen 
universally adopted in private industry at the present time. You do 
find it in some places 

severance pay largely rises trom the heed OF an emplover lor con 
pensation covering certain costs in connection with severance from 
employment 

For example, if he would have to be trained for another job, his 
emplover might well allow severance pay in order to give him ade 


quate training for another job which he could t. The philosophy 
of that kind of payment is quite different from the unemployment 
insurance payment At the present time the Federal emplovees ¢ 
lump-sum payment for their accumulated annual leave, which, on 
the average, is not very great, it only amounted to 8 or 10 days 


1952 and 1953 


Mr. Curtis of Missouri. That is the reason why I am so interested 





in this use of annual leave. As vou well know, Congress tried to cut 
that down b cause it thoucht it Was bDelInge abus d and was really 
being’ used in lieu of severance pay And Ou r\ cle arly pomt out 


whv that is highly undesirable 
Mr. Chairman, I will not stay on this subject any longer, be 
it is not in the field of our committees but I do think it directly 


bears on the subject at hand 
} 


Mr. You NG We have been studvin th vhol question ol thre 


relationship of annual leave to unemployment insurance and severaace 
pay. And it may be that the administration vould like to rOS| 
such a proposal We are not read 


The CuarrMan. Mr. Mason may mquire 

Mr. Mason. Mr. Young, I want to clear up what I consider ts 
misconception that has deve loped 

We will say there are 100 people from Tennesse: that thie 
home, that is where they vote and so torth who are worku Yy tor the 
Federal Government in the District of Columbia, 200 from Illinots 


and from other States, that are really charged to those States it 
would be those States that would handle that and pay on the 1 ila- 
tions in those States. and the District of Columbia. as | understand 
my own bill, would only handle and pay for the residents of the 


District of Columbia who are working lol the Fede ral Government 
when they would be unemploved These various States to which ther 
are charged would be the ones to handle it and not the District of 
Columbia, even if they had been working inh the District of Columbia 
for the Federal Government 

Mr. Yot NG. Certainly i Mr Mason, you should have the interpreta 
tion of your own bill in mind 

Mr. Mason. I know that is the way it was plant ed when this bill 
was originally worked out 

Is that not so, Mr. Forand? 

Mr. Foranp. That was my understanding 
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Mr. Mason And it is still mv understanding of the bill. 
Mr. Youna. If that is correct, then the Federal employee might be 


Mi KorAND. That was our intent, and if the lecislat on is not 


CHAIRMAN. Does that conclude your statement, sir? 


he ( IRMAN. Are there any more questions? 
hay you very much for your appearance and the information 
vou have given us, Mr. Young. You have presented a very fine state- 


\Ir. Youne. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman 
The CuarrmMan. The next witness is Mr. Ernest Falk, manager of 
the Northwest Horticultural Council, Yakima, Wash 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST FALK, MANAGER, NORTHWEST 
HORTICULTURAL COUNCIL, YAKIMA, WASH. 


The CHAIRM We are lad to have you here with us, sir, and I 


nt to say vou have always been a ver‘ able spok« sman before this 


conumittles You are \ I") ably represented on this committee by our 
tinguished colleague and friend, the Honorable Hal Holmes 
Mr. Fark. We feel that way, Mr. Chairman, also. 

Mr. Houmy Mr. Chairman, I want to say Mr. Falk is, in addition 
to being manager of the Northwest Horticultural Council, a distin- 

uished citizen of the City of Yakima, Wash , and of that section of 

the Stats l am glad to introduce him to the committee 

The CHAIRMAN. You may pro eed, sir 

Mir. Faux. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, | am 
appearing today on b f of the Northwest Horticultural Council 
with offices at 1002 Larson Building, Yakima, Wash. The council is 
composed of the follown Yr orvanizations of fruit crowers and shippe rs 
in Washington and Oregon: Washington State Apple Commission, 
Winter Pear Control Committee, Hood River Traffie Association, 
Rouge River Valley Traffic Association, Wenatchee Valley Traffic 
Association, and Yakima Valley Traffic Association 


The member traffic associations are composed of rrowers, packers, 


marketers, and shippers of deciduous fruits in their respective areas 
The council represents the growers of practically 100 percent of all 
apples and in excess of 90 percent ol all other deciduous fruits grown 
commercially in the 2 States, totaling approximately 9,000 growers. 
Thousands of employees are engaged in orchard work, harvesting, 
and preparing the fruit for shipment. I would estimate that in 
eXcess oO] 10,000 employees are engaged in handling 


sorting, grading, 
packing, and storing —that is, cold storage —the fruit after it is 
harvested 

In some instances, a large grower will pack, grade, and store his 
own fruit. Some of these large growers may pack, grade, and store 
fruit for their neighbors \ large percentage of our fruit is packed 
and stored through cooperative organizations. Other fruit is packed 
and stored in commercial houses with the grower paying a fee for 
the service 


In the final analvsis, in most instances, the fruit is sold for the 
growers account. In other words, th ower re lve th I 
price whether it is delivered or f. 0. b., less all expenses in connection 
with the packing, grading, storing, selling and transporting the fruit 


We are opposed to sect m2 of H. R. S857 which would impose the 
une mplovme nt compensation tax on labor en } din pa 
and so forth, by commer: al and cooperat iruit-pacKing Hirt \ 
proposal would discriminate in favor Or lat farmers and against 
small farmers who have their fruit packed eit] Chit ha cor 
tive oreanization or a com | pach | \' 
his fruit is pa ed for h tt 
par the tax proposed Di b  SBae Ei OULE laced a O 
sponding disadvantas » tl I I l ( ains 

\\ also beheve that tl 

oT ovTan LO | Vvoul I ( i 
life ilti ! ct } y i) I I le co $ ) 
cram on labor of this type ar Lumerous This problem was « 
sively considered by the Congress when the law was passed in 19 
and on several oceasion since then \\ Del e the dome! ot 
Coneress that work of th tvpe shouid ) ( 
Unemplovment Compensation Act was sound and should b 
reaffirmed. 

Under 26 United States Code, seetion 1607 +), at present 
Services In connection with the handling plant ng’, al ng pack hy 
packaeome processing fr ZING eradimneg Sstorin Ol delivering to 
storage or to market or to carrier for transportation to market ol 
fruits and vegetables, as an ineident to th ( il f such ts 


and vegetables for market, is excluded from the Unemployment Com- 
pensation Act as “agricultural labor’’ 
Section 2 of H. R. 8857 would substitute fon the present del tion 


of “agricultural labor’ the definition found in 26 United States Code 


section 1426 (h) which provides in part as follow 

} \ In the Dl ( ( i ( 
drying, pac ickag r¢ er 
oO stora orto mar I , Car! i 

inufactured ute ul i ( ( 

only if such operator pr ced mor un ( 
respec to whic Sut I ( 

B) Inthe employ of a group I 
organization) in the performance of service described paragray \ 
but only if such operators produce a he ee 
uch service is performed. For t purposes of paragray 
corporated group of operators shall be deemed a « 4 
operators comprising such group more than tw 4 
calendar quarter in which suc service is perfor 

C) The provisions of subparagraphs (A) and (B ull 1 e deemed to be 
applicable with respect to service perfor { ( er ! th commercia 
canning or commercial freezin rr in conne with a ag iral o7 
horticultural commodity after its delivery to a rmina arket for distribu- 


tor for consumption 


Under this proposal, a large, successful farmer who packs his own 
fruit would have it handled, packed, eraded, stored or delivered Lo 
storage or to market or to a carrier for transportation to market 
without being subject to the 3 percent unemployment-compensation 
tax, His smaller competitor, who is unable to pack his own fruit 
but has it packed through a cooperative organization or through a 

F 


commercial packinghouse, would have to pay this oO percent tax [or 


48088 54 9 
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it would be passed on to him by the cooperative Ol commercial 


lhe large farmer could pack some of his neighbor’s fruit, so long as 
he produced mort than one half of the commidity, without becoming 
subject to the tax. Thus, the large farmer would have an advantage 
not only in packing his own crop but would have a substantial cost 
Vantage In competition with commercial and cooperative packers 
in bidding for the business of his neighbors. ‘Truly there is no equity 
in this proposal 


Under the existing law, all types of packinghouses that is, farm- 
ers, cooperatllyve and commercial, are on a parity 

It is common knowledge that the prices a farmer must pay have 
increased much faster than thi prices which he receives for his com- 
modities The Imposition of an additional 3 percent tax on the cost 
for pa ¢, grading, and storing his fruit would add to his present 
burd 

lt is also our opinion that the inclusion of seasonal workers under 
th nemployment ynpensation program 1s not practical For 


example, many fruit packers are wives of farmers or other residents In 


iT! t-producing area, who do not norn ally and recul irlv h Id them 


| ou available for employment. They work only during the 
fruit-packing season to either augment the family income or to provide 
additional luxuries \lany of them work for only 2, 3 or 4 months 
during the year and, in some instances, even less 

lor example, high school youngsters are used extensively in packing 


cherries, apricots, and peaches They might work for 1 or 2 months 
aur immer vacation I there any justification in taxing the 

+ ] i . + 4} + ] 
employer on this payroll and in affording benefits to the students and 


housewlves when they would not be In the labor market beyond the 
fruit season? Obviously, there would be no employment available 


after the end of the season. 

\ similar situation exists with respect to many farmers. A fruit 
farmer will have a small farm and go to work in a packinghouse for 
> or 3 months in order to provide additional cash income. After 
that work is done he will go back to his farming Is there any justice 


In paving him ul employment compensation alter the packing job Is 
done, when he goes back to his farm and does his own work? 

The problem becomes even more complicated when you consider 
the transients who move from one fruit and vegetable producing 
area to another as the crops mature The pay scale for employees 
on the se short packing jobs is generally con iderably higher than the 
scale for steady employees in the area. The farmer or packer must 
pay this higher scale in order to induce transients to come into the 

Having paid this premium wage, it is unreasonable to saddle 
him with the burden of an additional 3 percent tax to provide unem- 
ployment compensation. Workers who qualify for unemployment 
compensation would then start drawing it rather than seek the next 
lob and this could cause a critical labor shortage 

The diffeulties in determining eligibility for unemployment com- 
pensation benefits and in checking on eligibility are manifold. If 
Hl. R. 8857 is passed, packinghouse employees, in many instances, 
could claim unemployment compensation benefits while, at the same 
time, performing farm or other exempt work where it would be ex- 
tremely difficult to check on them. The existence of abuses of this 


eee 


type at the present time are common ky owleds ‘To bring seaso 
labor such as fruit and vegetable packers unde he unemployment 
compensation program would greatly increase the number of insta 

of this type. 

Section 2 of H. R. 8857 would make the definition of ‘agricultural 
labor’ in section 1426 (h), which deals wit! ocial security, applicabl 
to the Unemployment Compensation Act \t present this definit 
of “agricultural labor in section 1426 Is ial \ effective wecause 
insofar as the Federal Insurance Contrib ms Act is concerned 
agricultural labor exemption was restricted in 1950 

While the definition in sectior 126 We rt « O 
amendment of the definition of nent on 14 21 
curtailed the agricultural exclusior @) nau d not oppo 
because we felt that the application of I leral Insurance Cor 
tions Act » all Mploves \W ii) t ( 
ploves 

Ho = ) 196 (] ) ’ 
eft Ct Dy 1426 1) WOULd 1) 1) \ f 
having all farm labor brought under the U1 | ent ¢ 
tion Aet To this we a rongly opposed. for as above s 
feel that seasonal labor is n Lh Ay Op! ( I i { 
ployment Compensation Act 

\\ therefore urce that section 2 ¢ H. R.S 


farm bill 

And if IL might, T would hi LO et l ‘ ) 
to make & few comments wit I nt oO ( «i 
Secretary of Labor 


l é 4 : +] ! } 
| noticed m th statement of i [ rhe r } il nat he ref “od 
to processing, and Vin ( rm a . 2 
; 1 
thes agcricuitural products 


The CHAIRMAN. That is right 


Mr. Fark. The point want to make is tl Our fi 


process d We hay » LO pa k II ve hay to sert it e ha ) 
it, because our fruit 1 coming UUU miles to tl cet 1 Ke 
and we could not afford to pay transportation charges hi 
riblv high—on fruit that is not of high quali So we have to sot 
out the low-grade fruit to see that our fruit prope! d and 
when il vets to the east mm mark tL, 1n good, | ») Tie O! ) Uy j 
But to our mind, that is not processing, it is not an industrial appl 
tion Cannmg and freezing are processing and, of course, th 
presently controlled under the act 
There were some questions raised this mo 1 durin ie exam 


ination with respect to other States kor camp Florida as 


mentioned. It is my understanding that the Florida citrus seas 

will last about 8 or 9 months Thev ar pa ne during that l 

time. The Florida packers went to their leg latur and they 

that their citrus packing be brought under the Siate law bee avise th 

wanted to be in a position to keep those employees in Flo 1. to 9 

them unemployment compensation during their off season so that they 

would be ther 
‘To me, that is perfectly logical Where an ind istry wants to do 

they should have the right to do it. But the packing of us In 

Florida and the packing of apples, cherries, and pears in Oregon and 


Washington are altogether different They are a different problem 
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and w feel that if should hye ] it to the state to determine which is 
appropriate under the particular local circumstances rather than to 


trv and to blanket it all together 


TI Under Secretary of Labor in his st ment again referred to 
removing inequities, but we feel the passage of this law would create 
aul quity, insofar as the different tvpes are conce ( 

Phe ¢ IRMAN. We thank you. very much for your appearance 
ind ti stimony vou have iven » the committ 

rl ess is Mr. Frank Clifl dent of the H. J 
Hi L;;°6 sburgh, representing the | Sta Chamber of 


STATEMENT OF FRANK CLIFFE, VICE PRESIDENT, H. J. HEINZ 
CO., PITTSBURGH, ACCOMPANIED BY DR. EMERSON P. SCHMIDT, 
DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, OF THE UNITED STATES CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE 


The ( MAN. You ma ed, sul P| e tl me ol 
( relat It thre reco! | a : 

\ tn ( Ih \I Tt LIP | \\ ild I Lilke LO CXp Ss my 
) on for the honor of sharu ith vour committee the respons 
I) if wrestling with these difficult and involved problems 

\1 mi Frank B. Chiff lam vice preside ind chief financial 
offi of H. J. Heinz Co., Pittsburgh, Pa 

l appear betfo vou toda as a memb ( the ial security 

mmitt of the ¢ ham er of Commer I I} | hited States to 
discuss a series of unemployment compensation bills I am ac- 

vy Dr. Emerson P. Schmidt, director of research of the 

‘ I would | to begin by commenting on H. R. 8857 

I hye itional cl rite belie, that action to extel unemployment 
comp ition coverage to emplo rs Of on m employees in 
V4 now covered by State lay s generally des le and should 
Le left to the individual States 

The present Federal controls over unemployment insurance permit 

ch extensions. Those controls permit the States to adapt their 
laws t reographical ndustrial, and local employment conditions 


{ 


he States should continue to be laboratories for experimentation. 


Wi iO not believe that the Fed ral law should be amended to, in 


effect, coerce the States into extension of coverage 

Under the permissive authority of Federal law, 17 States have 
extended coverage to employers of 1 or more emplovees. In those 
17 States, there are about one-third of the total number of employees 
who are now covered by unemployment compensation Twelve other 


States have extended eoverage to employers of » to 6 employees. 
Those States have nearly 10) percent of the covered employment. 
Thu about 70 percent of employees presently covered by State 
unemployment compensa tion laws are found in States which have 
extends d coverage below the Sor more requirement in the Federal law. 
This indicates that ho Fed ral coercion is needed 

The national chamber believes that such extensions OF coverage to 
the smaller employers should remain a State prero 
conditions eXIistins within the individual states. 


rative, based upon 


In the great majority of the 17 States which have ex ded ¢ \ 
to employers of | or more, it has Deen le Ssaryv to proy LO! 
wave or length-of-emplovment « ialificatio ( to provide 
exclusion of casual labor, in order to mal he la administra 
workabl Five States yus Alaska. Haw; ind tl Distriet of 
Columbia, have coverage ol empiovers O me or more a any 
Thos words “‘at anys time’ have made necessary aad ( Ory 
and administrative interpretation of the laws 

While extension of coverage to sn ili emplo Hay been foun eCi- 
sibl in the 29 States l does not follow ner sal I th tl { i 
is either desirable or necessary in the other Stat It could be argued 
that other States have not followed lit because the have observed 
the operations of such extended coverage in some of their neighbot 
otates. In some states particularly in aecTiculluri | regions eXlenslhl 


of coverage May well be undesirab] 
The Federal Unemployment Tax Act affe less than 600,000 
employers, under the present definition of 8 or more employees 


H. R. SS57 would make that law applicable to some 1,SOQ0,000 ne 


( 


emplovers. But because 29 States already have reduced coverage 
below Federal requirements, of 8 or more, H. R. 8857 would affect 
only 800,000 emplovers not now covered by State laws 

The original Social Security Act set out the broad ar soft State and 
Federal jurisdiction in unemployment insurance The selection of 
eight or more for coveragt In) the Federal lay Vs ol course, a compro 
mise. Perhaps for that verv reason, the law permits a State, a 
discretion, to go below that number maw 

The national chambet believes that an amendment vhich would 
force the States to extend coverage to one or! re ¢ plove sat anv 
time might provide the ba s for simila | cderal act nto co! Lou 
provisions in the State unemployment com] sation laws. 

Kor example fron time to time th ha bee { tation tor ted | 
standards wh h vould ( ( ill S { t¢ 
unemploy ompensation benefits Ke tic 
States to extend coverage uniformly to all emp! of “one or m 
would bi adanverou recede t {ol ! lay ct fo 10 the St to 
adopt minimum benefits, or minimum duration provisions, or po 
to raise their entire seal ot benefits Such aetion was not conte! 
plated in the original Social Security Act hich estal hed 
unemployment compensation system 

There also is the consideration of the effeet upon expert ra 
of the extension of coverage to the great number of small emplor 
The fact that maximum benefits were paid to a sing] ployee would 


drastically affect the emplover’s experience rating and, therefore, his 
contribution rate. . 

As vou know, experience rating is the provision in unemployment 
compensation laws which allows reduced unemployment compensa- 
tion contribution rates to emplovers on the basis of the stability of 
their employment record in prior vears. The fewer claims for un- 
employment benefits charged against an emplover in any vear, the less 
is his unemployment contribution rate the following year 

Thus, the individual emplover has a direct incentive to provide 
steady jobs and to actively promote and encourage sound operation 
of the law to prevent abuses which would affect his experience rate. 
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It is obvious that to extend coverage as provided in H. R. 8857 
would br no into the svstem the small st ol employ ers sinee many 
of them will not adequately understand the program at first and will 
not be ibl to have expert help the ent re svstem may he « iscredited 
unless the State is sympathetic with their problems 


Undoubtedly the provision in H.R. 8857 to reduce the qualification 


me for reduc i ule mplovment compensation tax rates [rom 5» Vears 
to 1 vear was designed in some measure to meet the problem of the 
new, small emplovers and give them more immediate benefits of ex- 
perience rating; however, this provision cannot solve the problem 
entirely, since emplovers with 1 or more employees would have their 


unemploy ment insurance contrib tion rate arast ‘ally affected if they 


1 ] 


employee 
As to agricultural labor, the proposal to make the definition of agri- 
cultural labor under the Federal Unemployment Tax Act and the 


} : 
laid off 


Hed ral Insurance ( ‘ontributions \ct identical probably would ( xtend 
coverage to around 200,000 employees. This involves certain agri- 


cultural processors and frrowers who are engaged In a border! he ac- 
tivity between commercial and agricultural] operations Some State 


laws presently include such employment. Each State can extend cov- 
erage to these groups if the legislature deems it necessary and desir- 
able. Undoubtedly, the seasonal nature of much of this employment 


has been a deterrent to the States extending coverage to these em- 
plovers 

The proble m varies between States due to the nature of crops grown 
and the extent seasonal or migrant labor is used 

This amendment to the Federal Unemployment Tax Act is again 
designed i force the various States to extend coverage \ovain the 
national chamber believes this should be left to the discretion of the 
individual States. Each State should keep this matter under review. 

The provisions for ext nding the benefits of ur em] loyment com- 
pensation to the 2,500,000 civilian employer s of the Federal Govern- 
ment contained in H. R. 6537 and H. R. 6539 seem to be the most 
equitable and to conform with the Federal-State system of unemploy- 
ment compensation 

Kither of these bills would allow the individual States to pay un- 
( mploy ment benefits LO Federal worl ers on the basis of the qualifica- 
tions, terms, and provisions in each State law. The States would 
then be reimbursed by the Federal Government for the costs incurred. 

I he nat onal chamber believe Ss the provision 1 I] R. 7054, which 
would place Federal employees—regardless of the State jurisdictiot 
in which they are located under the terms conditions, and pro- 
visions of the unemployment compensation law of the District of 
Columbia to be unsound 


First. this provision would mpose a heavy additional load of work 
upon the various State agencies administering the State unemploy- 
ment compensation systems Personnel In the State offices would 


have to be thoroughly familiar with not onlv their own State laws but 
+1 


also all of the provisions of the laws of the District of Columbia 
Second, and even more important, is the fact that dual standards 
would be established for employees within the same jurisdiction 
That would be a step in the direction of establishing uniform stand- 
ards for unemployment compensation on a nationwide basis. It 


ild be in conflict with the Federal-State relationships which vive 
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the individual States the prerogativ neg th 
under which they will cover worker 1 the St 
compensation 

That provision could very easil l to 
the State unemplo ment compensation | LO 
to the District of Columbia law. | 
in a State would be subject to the | S 1) ( 
since he worked for the Federal Government H] 
for a private industry in a State ould be co ( st 
law If, due to local conditions, the S 
benefits for the same length of tin yr hae lisa 
provisions, et cetera, very obvious discrimination coul sult [ 
consequence would be active pressure from 1 i! toma 
two laws uniform respecting benefits, duratior Ss Wi as other pro- 
visions 

The CHarrMan. I will summarize that so far as the unemployment 
compensation for Federal employees is concerned, this group of 
is a recognition of the dual role of the Federal Government as an 


emplover and a Government 

H. R. 6537 and H. R. 6539 give the Federal Government essentially 
the status of all other employers in the State, and give its employees 
the same benefits their neighbors receive At the same time, these 
bills preserve the Federal status of the Government not subject to 
State taxation upon its total payroll 

May | point out two matters that wer: scussed earlier in the 
morning, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHatrRMAN. Yes, si 

Mr. Cuirre. First, under either of these bills, the Federal Govern- 


ment has 100 percent experience rating In other ords, the cost 
that they bear is just what their employees have received in benefits, 
and that is pure experience rating. The only difference is that with 
the Federal Government the States are trusting the Ke leral Govern- 
ment until after the fact, until the amount of th enehits has | n 
determined In the case of private emplovers, thev pav a tax first, 


and then their tax rate in subsequent years is modified by then 
experience. 


The second point was a matter that was raised by Mr. Mason in 
connection with Federal em] lovees working in the 1) t ot Colum- 
bia. As I read the bills, the provision is that, if the Federal employee 
works in the District of Columbia and then becomes unemploved, h 


is paid benefits under the provisions of the District of Columbia act 
with 1 exception, 1 important exception 


If he LORS back hor e or goes to ¢ ther States and gets another job 
for a short time and then files for benefits. then he changes and comes 
under the provisions of the State in which he has had that most 
recent job; but his benefits are related to the wages that he re ved 
as a Federal employee while he was in the District 

It is just a little complication of administration. I think it Is a 
perfectly fair provision in the bill. It did not seem to be clear in the 


discussions earlier in the morning, so I take the liberty of interjecting 
those comments 

We definitely favor the adoption of Provistons 14 h as H R 6537 
and H. R. 6539 We are opposed to the provisions of the bill which 
would place all Federal employees under the District of Columbia 
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| ) LUS¢ 1} \ Ha J ( Lire dous additional burden 
) ( ! tration on all of the > CS Vv just what the District 
ed | ] Che ) | | ld slow down adminis 
1 ( a ! - Viti ( to thre Federal emplove S who 
{ i ifit I [is 

N l wa ) e up unemployment insurance and tariff policy 

We q the wisdom of establishing a precedent of the Federal 
Gro subsidizing unemplovme which might be attributabl 
0 I I » national | ii¢ | idly Vel Feder poli 
( in ett a or Or } or pon SOTTL 1) Lhe tL he 
( MOVI ( 

| j onl Tike L1oO el ! eC oll Xes ch Cs 10 dete i i jUire 
n 1 Or echanves inore rem its Ol KHA mort Ao ( Listlrahice 

| if] business d emplovment in some wav 

Tl ational chamber does not believe H. R. 8585, which proposes 
Federal suppleme ntarv une mpl Viment compensation grants for any 


te which has unemployment in a given industry or segment of the 
industrv resulting from Federal tariff or trade policy, to be a sound or 
wise SOLUTION to the probli an hie WOVISLONS of this bill ror weekly 
Wo thirds average W ell wages 


benefit amounts of approximately t 
and benefit duration in excess of duration in any present State law 


can be interpre ted as a method of forcing int reased benefit amounts 


and duration upon the state, 
The bill mentions average weekly wages but does not sav whether 


these wages are before or after Federal withholding tax and (¢ YASI tax. 


If an individual were assured two-thirds of gross weekly pay tax free 
1 ] 


ior 6Y Weeks, 1t could Make a con iderable difference with respect LO 


his incentive to seek new employment. 


Unemployment is caused by many things. It is extremely difficult 
to determine the extent of une mplovment due to a change In tarifl 
rates or trade Policy Therefor on the basis of arbitrary decisions 
ederal grants would be made available to the States for unemploy 
ment compensatic 1} purposes under H. R. 8585. These grants would 
he ditions upe considerable liberalization of present State unem- 
pioymMment compensation laws W th re pect to benelt amount and 
duration The national chamber believes t] his would be usurping 
L < ( ble part of the State legislatures prerogatives In de 
mining the provisions and conditions of the individual State unem- 


ployment compensation laws 
: | 





‘ | 1 My . | 5 ] , 
\lost certainly the availability of nonrepavable Federal grants for 
un plovment due to special causes would seriously weaken the entn 
‘ ] ‘ S } 
unempiovment structure, both on the pai of the individual en 


plovers and State administrative agencies 

Flexibility of tariff rates should be an integral part of United States 
foreign economic policy. Present legislation provides adequate auth- 
ority to negotiate and adminster effectively agreements for the selec- 
tive adjustment of tariffs. It very properly provides safeguards for 
interested parties to be heard in support of, or in Opposition to, con- 
templated and publicly announced changes in trade and tariff policy. 
Such legislation should continue to prov ide an escape clause permitting 
modification or withdrawal of concessions in order to deal with unfor- 
seen circumstances seriously injurious to domestic producers. Effects 


UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCI 129 


of changes in tariff or trade policies upon industry and employment 
should be dealt with through these methods 

The providing of Federal grants for supplementary unemployment 
compensation payments to persons unemployed because of tariff 
changes is not an effective way of dealing with the problem. Other 
interested parties may suffer as much from such tariff changes as those 
enployees in a directly affected industry. 

I can merely cite the operators of stores and other businesses in a 
community that is affected by such a change All of these cannot 
be provided special treatment 

The national chamber believes that the provisions of H. R. 8585 
would establish a dangerous precedent in providing Federal grants 
for unemployment compensation and would not have any appreciable 
effect upon the problem with which they are supposed to cope. 

In summary, the chamber of commerce believes that 

a) H. R. 8857 is undesirable because under its provisions the Fed- 
eral Government forces States to extend their unemployment com- 
pensation coverage 

b) H. R. 6537 and H. R. 6539 are sound provisions for giving Fed- 
eral civilian emplovees the same protection and benefits as their 
neighbors enjoy, without serious additional administrative burdens 

c) H. R. 7054 is a dangerous trend toward federalization 

d) H.R. 8585 is an un orkable attempt to single out spec i sroups 
for unusual supplemental benefits above the levels already provided 
by State laws 

The CHarrMan. We thank you very much, sir, for your testimony 
and the information which you have given 

Ir. Foranp. Mr. Chairman, I have one question 
The Cuarrnman. Mr. Forand? 
Mr. Foranp. Mr. Cliffe, you cite in vour statement that from time 


to time there has been agitation for Federal standards l assume from 
that and I want you to correct me if | am wro1 r that the chamb«r 

is taking a position in direct opposition to the recommendations of 
President Eisenhower relative to the standards fo ir ts’ duration 


¢ 


pretation? 
Mr. Cuirre. I think vou are not correct for this reason «The 


» } ; ‘ 
| resident recommended that States take cl 


} 
His recommendation was for State act 
1 ; 

Mii Mf ORAND. Hi recommended a standa OI Z Ve 

Mr. Cuir1 Ile mentioned figures but it 5 C1 v for Stat 
action 

| ‘4 

il I ND ‘nd no state | I 
fon 5 nuit col et? 

Mir. ¢ IFF] | im n ( { Ss to oO! Sta 

| l ] 4 

Nir. Fe AND. | bel e Mich in ! oO i 
verv minor step Che ore n of the o ( } s the « oO 
1 ! l 
1) (‘or Tress ( step ! } Tt 

‘ | f +} } { 

Vir. 4 [Ir FI Phe I I I { ris i l e ( S 3 

| 

hay not | n in ses n a n the ) e th 1? ( 5 
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sort of thine to work through a State legislature. However, over the 
period that the Federal law has been on the books, which is closely 


approaching 20 years now, States have made many changes in their 


laws 
| have a chart which might be interesting to you. We see here the 


maximum benefits that might be received by employees in the lower 


line under the laws of the various States, as they were originally 
adopted. They range from a maximum of $180, in some States, to a 
maximum of $300 in other States. At the present time, those maxi- 
mums have been raised tremendously, as you can see by the spread 
between the two lines. You will see that now the maximum in the 
State which provides the smallest maximum is $300, as much as the 
largest maximum provided originally. And the maximum provided 
in States that have 43 percent of the emplovees, the great bulk of the 
employees, now ranges between $780 and $900 

Mr. Mason. Mr. Chairman, I think that diagram should be in the 
record. At least I want a copy of it because I think that is a very 
valuable chart showing what the States have done themselves without 
compulsion 

The Caairman. Without objection, it will be made a part of the 
record 

(Chart referred to is as follows:) 
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The chart 
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NEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION, MAXIMUM POTENTIAL BENEFITS 


shows the great liberalization that has taken place in the maximum 


+ 


benefits that can be drawn in a benefit year by any one employee. 








rhe green line shows that as the State laws stood in 1937, 17 percent of covered 
emp! et were In State that paid maximums of less than $200; the majority of 
covered employees (5 recent) were in States that had a maximum of $240 ($15 





Phe red lit 





st anywhere was $300 


in 1953, onlv 5 percent of the « mployees were in States 


1@ Shows th 








wit maximums as low as $300 to $400, while 43 percent of the employees were 
in States paving from $780 to $910 The increases have come from combinations 
of higher weekly rates and longer durations 
latures now provide maximum benefits about three times 
hile cost of living has less than doubled. (Then, 60 percent 
w about $114 
from which the chart was prepared are: 
In State th 
red workers S1LSO to $195 
a cel of covered worker $210 to $225 
9 percent of covered workers » $240 
5 percent of covered workers $252 to $270 
12 percent of covered workers 3300 
No mber 1953 
5] cent covered workers $320 to $400 
7 percent covered work«e $400 to $500 
17 percent of covered worker! $500 to $600 
28 percent of covered workers $600 to $728 
14 percent of covered worker $780 to $910 
Chese figures do not include the dependents’ allowances which some States now 
gral 
Souree Bureau of Employment Secur , U. S. Department of Labor. Data 
5 i ed and arranged for ¢ i I Frank B. ¢ ffe, H. J. Heinz Co 
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maximum weekly benefit payments has in most States kept pace with or exceeded 
the increase in the cost of living, so that the beneficiar n most instances, 1s 
receiving more ade quate income in reiation to the cost of esse! ils than a similar 
employee received under the original legislatio: I state Furthermore, the 
duration of coverage has been extet I sO it persons ure 
unemployed for a long period of time are covered by the State unemployment 
compensation payments for a larger share their total riod of une! lovment 

It is noteworthy that the Consumer Pri Inde f sureau of Labor Sta- 
tistics, U. S. Department of Labor (1947—49= 100 \ in d ut 
figure at which it was when the Social Security Act was passed, but the maximum 
potential benefits have, in most states, been increased to at lea hree times their 
1937 level. In most states even the maximum and minimum wee vy benefit 
rates are at least double their original limit 

The bill would go far toward defeating the principle of expel nee rating, wl 
has been adopted in some form by every State; namely, the provision that indi- 
vidual employers who furnish relatively steady employment to their covered em- 
ployees over a period of Lime Will recel the benent of lower contri ition rates 


The bill would permit a State to make a flat rate reduction, so that all employers 


in the State would be paying at the san rate, whether their unemployment 
record was good or poor. ‘Thus, the effort of any one emplover to furnish regular 
employment would be lost in the total figures for t State and e would 
be no appreciable extra incentive for him to cont e efforts toward stabilization 
It appears ridiculous for the Federal Government to preseribe (1) the formula 
by which weekly benefits are to be determined for ea ndividual, (2) the maxi- 
mum and minimum amounts thereof, (8) the duration 1) the conditions of 
eligibility or disqualification, and still to go through the motion of having the 
program operate under the legisl: nh « parate Stat LO do so we 1 pre- 
serve all the complexities of jo Federal-State operatio! \ out reserving to 
the individual States any of t! ts of f-ce exi ) meet 
ing the industrial, economic, I t « lj tha re pe iar to 
the State. If this bill were 1, Congress would be te r each State leg 





lature exactly what sort of legislation they must pass 





H. R. 9430 is the sort of legi it) r ¢ ee has rejected vear after 
year. 

This statement may be of some help to ye n the future considerations of the 
committee. If you feel it would be helpful to enter it as part of the record, please 


feel free to do SO. 


Cordially yours, 


Mr. FORAND. May I ask what the origin of the chart is? 

Mr. Cuirre. This is all from Federal records that have been pub- 
lished. The actual chart is one | designe 
before I came down here to see what the facts were. be ause | certan ly 
did not wish to make anv statement to the committee that was not 
based upon accurate informatio1 

I should be delighted, of course, Mr. Mason and Mr. Chairman, to 
submit a copy for the committee 

The CHarrMAN. I think it is important. Without objection we are 
putting it into the record. 

Mr. Foranp. Those are all the questions I have Mr. Chairman 

The CHatrMan. Are there any other questions? 

We thank you for your appearance and the information you have 
given, sir. 

The next witness is Mr. Newell Brown, chairman of the legislative 
committee, Interstate C tf | 


r mv own intormation 
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STATEMENT OF NEWELL BROWN, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE 
COMMITTEE, INTERSTATE CONFERENCE OF EMPLOYMENT 
SECURITY AGENCIES 


The ¢ [RMAN Ir. Brow e are very glad to h: you appeal 
Yo nav pro ed 
; ' Vf , ' 
Che prepared statement ibmitted b \Iy srown Is follow 
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mittee do not recognize the distinetion they be e eX bet we tI i of 
Federal action and Federal action o omething T | sta I 
and thus interprets the support as a departur ( ferenc nme ' 


position on Federal interventior ther he co! ! as a i 
H. R. 8857 in this respect 


What is this distinction? The Federal Gover nt’s s} re of 


progran as set out ll the original a SeCUT AcT 1d appear ) 
fined to the area in which its rig! » TAN 1 1a | I 

accomplish results The matter of rag a H 
iost administrators believ« t edera ( a 

discretion. Che exercise of tha liscretior tute fs 


prerogatives 





Phe « \panded-coverage lal i IY I aia 
areas in several other ways \ 2 
was written into the law lt Was stated it 1 ry 
expanding the coverage Che se 1 
be administratively feasibl Nowher 
I know, do these conditions exist Had t 

- the Federal Government w Li AY Deen ¢ pro} 

no violence would have been done to prop 
the Federal Government and mt N i 4 i 
showing nat expanded overage 1s adl ratiy i 
proper next step thus would seem to be expand I igh a 
of the Federal law. 

There is a final distinction In « n \ ( 
is that 3 laws currently rovide for ee Federal 
coverage amendment Ye Ol 
benefit standard Whatever t I vat t e 38 St 
permissive le lation, it cannot t t 
expande i coverage It is certal \ { 
when the didn’t have to The State legisiat 
erage is, [ think, significant 

These, then, are the distinctions on the t 
feel support of the expanded vera 
what, are consistent with their long-standing o} ) roacl t 
on the State domain But, and repeat t ill t ( i 


if the committee and Congress do not believe t tuatior rope ed 
tinguished from, say, the setting up of Federal-benefit standa t ( 


ference as an organization cannot go on record rt of 
this bill 

As noted above, the miference approval of 
conaditior that the current 20-week provis« V4 
contained in H R. S857 There are tl eT for t ! t 
no particular virtue in achieving ormity with OAST } t I 
and, further, conformity ith OASI ould 
States by this proviso of H. R. 8857 Q 
impossible to enforce and ice thorou \ f , ; ! 
enforced, many if not most of thos ought I ] 
al | emt lovees, inside of 20 we cs vO 
ill nh ley anv reasonable nterpretatio ot 


As to OASI, there is point | Ac MnuUlatll oO ] ai Cal 


here and there. Such ea ngs fig 
“ However, incidental earnings have ttle r no } 
pensation system. Unless substantial over a rela eriod, t i 
indicator of an individua attachment t ( t and 
entitle him to benefits i oO sta Ar i 1 Dba 
their only till inder np ‘ ee Dp ‘ d 
after 2 years W hat po the! Keeping tra i i ea : 
at Thanksgiving, Christmas, and Easter plu ‘ ( t 
store. 
There would be some argument perhaps for ‘‘at ar tim Stat i \ ud 


be brought into conformity th OASI | { ! ) it t W d 


do not, today, necesss 





tO 1 oO Ss a p 4 i 
employment Ss concerned nt Federal Une \} ia \ \ a i 
time”’ proviso would, in many States, force coverag { lividuals and occupat 
excepted in both the OASI and Federal | mploy! t Tax Act \ Stat 
course, could write in new or eliminate current excep , but the point here 
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( proviso would not at one fell swoop bring all 





at the iggested “at any til 


State laws into conformity with OASI on employment and coverage 


































n regard enforcing thoroughly an ‘‘at any time”’ provision, it 
eems almost this would be next to impossible for any reasonable 
’ of ( wenditure The alternative to taking the small 
r ! \ not he’d had l or 2 people working for him once or 
vier r so vi 1 be an immense amount of gumshoe activity 
Certa nd very heavily on the type of records kept by em- 
ploye! f 1 or 2 or 3 occasional worker There are indications that in those 
Stat currently have one-or-more-at-any-time laws, heavy reliance is, of 
laced on the word of small emplovers Che inequities resulting from 
1 of ich unenforceable laws, where the honest man gets stuck and the 
! nest one doesn’t, are obvious. 
rf f 1 could enfor a law? An illustration would best make 
at vou ld inelude the program a lot of employers and employ 
tfulls eluded ar sense The corner store, normally a one-man 
( a bo it holida imes to pluck turkeys You catch up 
He’s paid the boy a total of $80 during the vear Potal tax owing 
s ‘ ents w gt | leral Gover ent, 4 cents plus terest, of 
‘ \ paid the f la vho caught h a dav’s wages, say $13, for 
This new emplove assuming he plucks his own turkeys from now o1 
‘ to fill out | ail fort q for some ° or 3 vears 
‘ oO e a@ spe hie request orde ‘'t out from under cover- 
f he a ttle as a dav late etting in his forms, in a number of States 
f i, sa $5 each o And what’s t boy who plueked the 
r} t out of itt 4 New shire, whose law is relatively liber: 
iri le he | is 9 otl ( e jobs in the course of the vear. that 
PAI S300 or more And to record the S300. we’d have to catch up with all 
( ther 9 emplovers. if thev didn’t volunt the informatior 
at any time’ w 1 enforced at vast expense clutter up the 
( v nde plovees who didn’t belong in it As to tl 
0) ‘ re ears, for w: of better suggestio as good a 
( us ¢ what constitutes a bona fide emplover, so far as 
57 for extension of coverage in connection with cer 
to the same category as expanded cove 
( yn of the conference Here again is a field ir 
t he I feral Government has prior discretionary rights based on its 
power was in onally granted the Federal Government it 
ure for ( ITpo if t discretio In addition, it is the general opinion 
e States that tl umber of additional workers to be covered is ineconse 
t the further conformity with OASIT standards this provison would 
vould make for plified administration fron | points of view 
Hoy r. agn f endorsement of t] Ss provision Is considered by the committee 
etting a precedent carrying possible implied approval by the conference of 
| eral ¢ cretion in areas in Which its taxing power is not clearly operative, then 
nferene or ot Wish to be on record as favoring this provisior 
| pro Hf. R. 8857 in regard to merit rating for new employers also 
af ch the Federal Government has legitimate prerogatives sten 
f ‘ nalintent of the Social Seeurityv Aet The Federal law intended 
clear-cut. relat ship between the Federal Government and individual 
ers The former savs, in effect, to the latter—if vou, over an adequate 
me, manifest an abilitv and tent te conform to the intent of this law 
‘ f emplovment ther e will make you eligible for whatever prefer- 
tax rates vour State provide he Federal Government thus has every 
( ul ee tite ucle ” period of experience by which 
! 1 { emplovet! tv and good faith 
f m a State I ‘ emonstrated through the laws passed by their 
! tha the current 3-vear experience period for new employers is the 
CSSA Under pre t law, of course, thev can’t go below 3 vears 
¢ t up periods bstantially longer, this after fully canvassing the 
1 tern of competition and equity, of giving new emplovers the 
sssible time at the top rate Thus most States as individuals would 
i re ( ot ne present 6-vear rec irement 
| ( a conference, the States have never vet opposed a move to grant 
cretion, even though this may be in an area where the Federal 





hey do not intend to do so now. Asto 
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whether the individual States, generally or ever ecasional instane vould 
avail themselves of the added latitud another que ( | ‘ on H. R. S885 
the conference believes the questi whether or 1 el overs § t per 
mitted to pay their Federal unemployment tax in quarterly installments is entire 
a Federal matter, of no concern to the States as sue 

In regard to H. R. 6539, H. R. 6537, and H. R. 7054, the terstate confere 
has no current expression of opinion to offer. bv wav of 1 yution. pe 
mittee action Howe ver a KhOoW edgar of ne princely 1 VI t t 
nas stood over the vears prompts me to make t Ss sta é \ i 
tion: If there is to be legislation i the field of une . 
benefits for Federal workers—the great majority of States w« it 
program which vested in the individual States the maximum au 
cretion consistent with a sound progran In other rd a t pr i 
without passing on every detail or the amendments proposed otl 
States would favor H. R. 6539 or H. R. 6537 as against H. R. 7054. It 
noted that a number of States now cover to more or less degree, gover 
unemployment within the State 

The conference as a whole has had no vote on H. R. 8585. But here aga 
feel entirely safe in presenting to the committee a conference position ’ 
position to which I am sure the great majority of the conference m« 
subscribe if given an opportunity to vote My thinking her based on pos 
the conference has taken in the past on comparab egislatior 
the Moody-Dingell bill of the 82d Congress That b iad to de sp i 
consideration tor jobless workers whose inempt ment Was a l 
result of Federal material allocation policies, short after the ou ea 
Korean war 

Unemployment compensation was designed to tide ver joble 
fulfilled a variety of cond yn, availab i , y 
accept suitable work VOrkK fortt | thie ) WA { 
no eligible worker has, uy considered entitled O 
benefits or more or less <« eighbor o tt DAsIS i 
caused his unemployme n } ‘ has b accorded a 
so far as the factors which caused elimination or suspension of I 
concerned 

And the reason for this is clear tarely, if ever, is it possible to tie a 
exclusively to a given development, in time o pact or to dra 
and properly weighted list of the several factor \ ed ) ( \ 
even if one could do these things, he would still be left wit such questior is 


degree of preponderance necessarv to establish entitlement, and whet 
in all fairness, certain factors carried entitlement to greater benefits than other 
: ; 














And assuming he concluded that there could and should be d 
still have the insoluble problem of determining equital 
ferentials should be So at the outset it might be said that what is be : 
here raises serious questions as to possit lity practicabdiiit logic, and 

\ number of questions in regard to H. R. 8585 might s u 
contentions If unemployn ent result g from | era riff | 
the resultant joblessness to special c¢ leratio vhy ne ( ( : 
tion to unemployment resulting from Federal tax po | 
considerably affected by tax policy changes And whv tie } 
to Federal policy? The States often pass legislation or a 
hurt some employers and cause unemployment \\ is a i 
such spec ial treatment ove! ental actlo 4 OSE 
policies? Is a man whose job is lost because of F pe 
one who is unemploved because his company Is goir n for dec it 
facilities? 

On another score, assuming some factor or factor 
consideration, what degree of connection must there be be 
and the factor to qualify him? Remember, the 
individual cases \ woolen factory in a tow ( | 
Federal Government has lowered tariffs on imported 
period of vears, the company of which this plant is a par 
polices of moving its ope rations to another area What, t 
ble for the unemployment? Who can say with completé uy i at 
criteria could be used to weigh the several factors whic} nit 
down? And assuming we can honestly conclude that the tar ! 
responsible, what individuals get special treatment? The weave atte 
hands, of course. How about the girls in the office and janit: Hi abe 
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py ( f i face pres re i ecia 

\ he | ( O ras f bills pro\ I fe 
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{ ‘ 1. | SOS ‘ to be impr ICs logica 

( ' bali Cs Cant sa EO CAUSE ce 
) I m | enel iA ce nl be opposed 
ajc of § ny ecul ‘ trators 


Brown. I would like to point out very briefly what the historic 


n regard to Federal legislation in the 


the Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agencies 
committee set up the social-security law, they established 
‘tween state prerogatives and Fede ral prerogatives ‘| he \ 
bailiwicks in which one could act and in which the other 
Balance from the State point of view, means vesting in 
the maximum feasible latitude to adapt the law to local 


and to experiment 


he conference over the vears has felt that the original balance 


shed by the Congress, and by this committee, was an equitable 
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HOpeArances before 


he Congress, its attitude on Federal 


T 
has been conditioned by the feeling that the original balance 


We have been here to fight bills which we felt would throw 


weight on one side or the other, and in particular which 


sult in the Federal Government treading in the State field 


en here too, to espouse legislation which we felt would 


balane or pertect th DALANCE 


why, in the past, we have come before this committee and 


i 
ss ‘hat is the basic philoso] hv behind what we have 


never tried to eliminate the Federal role in this partnership 


You have not heard us here before vou attemptine to 


} 


I of the original prerogatives civen the Federal Govern- 
utset by the Congress 
m talking primarily on the one or more, and on whether 


onstitutes an invasion of State pr rogatives 


as the conference is concerned, on the expanded coverage 


isions, the individual administrators, I think. almost to a 


the vears. from the start have felt that expanded coverage 
vas a vood thing l won’t go into the arguments They 
expounded here many times 


at is sauce for the vwoose 1s sauce for the cander The arcument 


othe 


groups would still remain uncovered, is not a particularly 
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valid one Because there are two wrongs th 3no point in perpetu- 


ating both, simply bye cause vou Can correct oO one 


In any case, the conference has investigate nd the adi ty rs 
have favored expander Coverage SOM I (rey 
specifically, in terms of one or mort 
The last official consideration in annual t | 1} re 
e panding coverage as an isolated issue w > | 
th v det rm cl t] t alt! ul } they Dersol ] t | ( 
was a sood id a, had sponsored it le 


State prerogati 


Now, in 1951 the Mulls bill wa re comn 


conference spon ored the Mills bill, and in D2 a ted 
resolution at its annual convention Phe Mill | luded 
sion for coverage of one or mol | wa Os thr pons ) 
the Mills bill was sponsorship of a packa | 
compromis¢ between vario oints of \ | hh es EP ¢ Oo 
meeting everybody need Phe { I it t 
sponsored the bill. and he one-or-mo pro Oo! ‘ t « 

You Il, of course, remen r tha I NI i 
Mason-Mills bill, the one-or-more provisior va uit oO 
Reed bill now in the Senate Finance Cor 
one or more 

There was no vote in 1952 0 53 amone the St: on th I fie 
ssue of coverage of one or mort However, the Reed bill 1S dorsed 
by resolution at the 1953 meeti x without ao or-mMo prov Ol 
noted above. 

As to the current proposal, the Presid has come for d 
Labor Departmer t, the administration, wit l ll calling for one ! 
more at any time What do the states Teel 


Well, I repeat, once again, as individuals thi avol e Is 
| 


every indication that all of t 








Should ve support this bill? ‘| her cit S nol ot ( 
it We have not had { vote on tl i] 

The States, mn ceneral | thi the administra rs ( aer 
two categories, and both as | a favor the pring pli (ine | 
vou go in there. no matter how valid the distinction vou mav be 
to draw between this | vislati nand h De | hwet ) 
over the vears, what we do will be mis ed pening the 
door, as setting the stage for additional att oO Invade ! >) 
field. 

The other side says if we favor this th rye ( ee] thi [ ! ht 


both in principle and in equity, let us go ahead and tell the Congress 
so, but make that distinction clear nd } mir endorseme! O! 


tin nt 1 


we make in this case 


1 1 4 41 ‘ ‘ ‘ T l 
Now let me touch briefly on wha nA on Is L pDeleve 


personally that the distinction ts val but so fall with that group 
of administrators which think if is liable to be I Ss} rpretec ‘ 
theless, I will tell vou what it is, and Is youl 1g ent as to wl 
itis a right position, or not 

from the outset. the bailiw hich « Faderal hail 
has bee in part determined and conditioned pon tt Keds ti 
power The Federal taxine power in the field of coverage 3 ¢ 
present, is controlling. The Federal Government es employes 
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and thereby compels State action Your “8 for 20 weeks’? was an 
exercise of that power. Therefore, our initial position is that the 
Federal Government in this case is working in an area where it has a 
right to work, where the original setup of the social security law in- 
tended that it should work. Therefore. there is no invasion, no new 
standard, no invasion of the State bailiwick, nothing here which de 
prives the States of the right to experiment, to adapt, in the areas 
in which they have always had those rights 

So that is No. 1. This is an appropriate field’ in which the Federal 
Government could act 

In addition, this is distinguished by a couple of other things. No. 1, 
as has been pointed out, when 8 for 20 weeks was first put in the books, 
there was a clearcut statement that the reason it was not another 
figure was the question of what was administratively feasible. That 
was the only condition. Experience has shown that administratively 
it is feasible to cover one or more 

Therefore, you have an original intent expressed and experiment, 
and the original intent can now be carried out as a result of the 
successful experiment 

Third, | know of nowhere else in the State laws, with one exception, 
where the States have, of their own volition, gone out of the way to 
write permissive legislation in anticipation of Federal action. Now, 
we can argue here as to whether or not the States did that affirmatively, 
whether they welcomed Federal action, whether they did it simply in 
the face of the inevitable. I don’t care too much about their motiva- 
tion. The fact is that in this field, and in this field almost alone, so 
far as I know, the States have, 38 of them, on their records, the great 
majority, have in their books something that permits this to go into 
effect. Now, I don’t think the Congress generally passes bills which 
do not give the States a chance to go back to their legislatures and 
get the thing straightened out without a special session. So the 38 
States need not have placed this business in their laws simply to 
avoid the expense of a special session. 

In any case, there is certainly, let us say, openmindedness at best 
on this thing. So that there we have the distinction. 

(nd I have spoken about the attitude of the conference. Now | 
Sav to you that if the committee does not feel that that distinction is a 
valid one, if it does not feel that this bill can be distinguished from 
attempts to put in uniform benefit standards, duration standards, 
to eliminate the experience rating, all of the other things against 
which the States have fought over the years, then I cannot come 
before vou and Say the conference Sponsors this bill There would be 
a division within the interstate conference 


That is the basic point I want to make 

We beheve in the agricultural provision, because we believe that 
also falls into the taxing power realm. We also believe the number 
involved are insignificant In the ease of the merit rating for new 
emplovers, we feel that if you want to give us that privilege, fine, but 
that is a third field in which the Federal Government has some right 
to be controlling. I won't go into the details; it is a somewhat 


involved argument. 


Mr. Curtis of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, might I ask? 
The CHarrMan. Mr. Curtis of Missouri 
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Mr. Curtis of Missouri. I would like to ask the witness a number 
of questions. Do we have a quorum call now? What will the com- 
mittee proceed with? 

The CHartrMaw. This is our last witness. We could, of course, 
ask that he come back in the morning 

Mr. Brow nN. IL should be clad to come back 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. Perhaps I can ask the questions an 
him finish also. 

Mr. Brown. I would like to add 1 more thing on 1 or 2 points 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Curtis? 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. No. 1, you say that your conference 
approves the agricultural extension. Yet you heard a witness point 
out the very fact that vou have a distinction in your packing of fruits 
in the two States, of citrus fruits of Florida and apples in Washington. 
Yet by making a ceneral Federal law you ho long r permit the state 
legislatures really to trim the law to fit their particular needs 

If your conference is anxious to maintain this balance, do you not 
think that is an illustration of how that balance can be thrown out? 

Mr. Brow N. | would Say in that rec: ra, as | have said inh regard 
to one or more, if that is vour considered opinion, if vou don’t bi 





in effect, this distinction that I am making, that the Federal taxing 
power was intended from the outset to be exercised in terms of who 
is covered, both as to industry and as to numbers, and that the Federal 
Government is actually within its rights in that field; if you do not 
believe that that is a valid distinction, then we do not want to approve 
that aspect of the bill 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. In other words, the States can, as you 


well know, extend the coverage beyond what is provided in the 
Federal law. And this is a typical exampl I did not know the 
example existed until the previous gentleman testified, but it illustrates 
if exactly. Packing citrus fruit in Florida and California is a different 
thing from packing noncitrus fruit up in-the States of Oregon and 
Washineton Yet the Federal Government { we extended it to these 
twilight zones, would be interfering with the iocal prerogatives 


Another question I have, in which I am very much interested, was 
the question I asked the Assistant Secretary of Labor, whether there 


is any deterrent in the Kede ral law as now written whi h vould dis- 
courace the States from adopting a mimuin belo S | cannot see 
any Obviously there is t too 1 h of ( se 17 States ( 
fone to 1, and other States have COTE bye | ) ‘ 


Mr. Brown. No, there is no deterrent, other than a possible com- 


petitive 1 as between States on 1 side of another if 1 taxes and the other 
does not. But if that 1s vour question, then I have not made the 
ye ° ° 1° 1 . 1 A } { . 

distinction which | had hoped to make, and if vou feel that in espousing 
this bill we are opening the doors for futhe l‘ederal moves 1 o areas 
when they are not ¢ ititled to move ther th conterence does not 


want to approve or support this law 


Ir. Curtis of Missouri. NI DOSILIOI j His 1 { seems to me that 
when you get into the employment relationship, there is the arbit 


fieure to be picked, some say it should bye } ome 6. some 1. you are 
dealing with a different kind of emplover emplo relationship. It 
Varies. There is 1 situation of the employer en ploving | person and 


a very close relationship. 
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[It seemed to me that part of the philosophy for making this breaking 
point originally was to allow the local communities, the States in this 
instance, to determine for themselves in this twilight zone again from 
one up to eight. That may not have been the philosophy, but it has 
obviously worked out, because some States use one, some four, and 
some sLx (nd, of course, many of them have eight. 

The final question I had is this: Of course, by adopting this extension 
you are going to have additional moneys going into the Federal 
‘Treasury, 0.3 percent tax on the wages of 3.5 million employees. 
Presently the 17 States that knock it down to 1, or the other States 
below 8, do not have to pay on that additional tax. 

All these States, like Florida, on the citrus fruit packers, they do not 


have to pay this 0.3. And actually there is an incentive right now for 
the States to go ahead with some additional coverage and not have to 
pay additional moneys into the Federal Treasury. And as we well 


know, we do not need more money in the Federal Treasury on this. 
We are already getting too much from this 0.3 percent. 

I wonder if your conference has considered that angle, that you will 
be taking more money out of the State communities by this procedure? 

Mr. Brown. We have the Reed bill, as you know, which I think 
takes care of the annual excess. But it is going to cost more money 
to administer the smaller employers, of course. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. But the States that have done this are 
getting that additional service without any cost. It seems to me that 
is a very nice encouragement to have other States extend to new fields. 
I like that incentive philosophy. 

Mr. Brown. I cannot see there is any incentive there. It is a 
question of putting a State tax on some employers who otherwise 
would not be taxed, and whether or not they get an added three- 
tenths of 1 percent it seems to me is relatively insignificant. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. It is relatively insignificant, except the 
Assistant Secretary of Labor pointed out that this was a discrimina- 
tory tax. He used the word “discrimination.” 

I say quite the contrary to the extent of what it is. The 17 States 
that have gone down to 1, in that bracket from 8 to 1, they are getting 
free service, at least as far as that 0.3 percent tax is concerned. 

Mr. Brown. I can’t see that either point is valid in this connection 
I don’t think either one has weight on either side. 1 don’t go with 
his point of view, and, as | say, 1 don’t see what the incentive is from 
your point of view 

Mr. Curris of Missouri. Thank you, sir; and thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Brown, for your appearance and 
the information you have given to the committee. 

The committee stands adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., the hearing was recessed to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., Thursday, June 10, 1954 
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THURSDAY, JUNE 10, 1954 


House or Rept NTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON Ways AND MEANs, 

Wasi / gto D ( 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in the hearings 
room of the Committee on Ways and Means, New House Office Build 
ing, Hon. Daniel A. Reed (chairman) presiding 

The CHarrMAN. The committee will 

The Committee on Wavs and Means will resume consideration of 
the unemployment insurance bills, H. R. 8857, H. R. 6537, H. R. 6539 
H. R. 7054, and H. R. 8585. At this point and without objection on 
the part of the committee we will permit the Honorable Mrs. John B 
Sullivan, Democrat of Missouri, to file a statement, and also perm 
the Honorable Thomas M Pell ‘ Republi an. ¢ f Washington, to file ‘ 
statement. 

(The statements referred to follow: 


come to order 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Leonor K. (Mrs. Joun B.) SuLtivan, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Chairman and members of the commit . officia! notice from the 
committee does not list the Forand bill, H. R. 9430, of which I am a cosponsor, 
among those bills presently being considered in these hearings, I would like to 
plead with the committee to take it up and discuss it and act upon it. I think 
the subject matter of that bill is one of the most urgent matters facing the Congress 
today. 

I don’t know how many members of the committee saw the latest report fron 
the Department of Labor on employment conditions of the Nation’s majo 
production and employment centers. It was a rather frightening report 

Sixteen major areas 1n the country were shifted from group LI] ioderate 








labor surplus) to group IV (substantial or very substantial labor surplus I’d 
like to mention those labor areas. Leading the list he 
Schenectady-Troy, N. , area Others include 
Erie, Pa., Evansville, Ind., Fall River, Mass., Ft 
Joliet, Ill., Knoxville, Tenn., Peoria, Ill., Philade 
teading, Pa., St. Louis, Mo., Utica-Rome, N. \ 
These 16 new surplus labor areas—areas of 
among 51 major areas of the country with anywhere 
unemployment. Every member of this committee 
own observation of the extent of unemployme 
think, have surplus labor areas in or close to your district Not a@ singl ajo! 
labor market area in the country has today a labor shortage 


This situation has been getting progressively worse since last fal 





Although we have been reassured that business is going to pick up eventua 
or soon, or sometime, the fact is that there has beet 1 pswi 
of us have been able to find in our own districts wi. for 
unemployment has more than doubled since October and tbout two and a 
times what it Was a vear ago And apparently it still going up More a 
half of the State’s unemployment is concentrated in St. Lou at least that par 
of the unemployment covered by unempl ent compet at Bet wee \ 
and May of this year, the total rose by more than 10 percent in St. I 
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The CHAII MAN. The fir t witness will ay \I The mas 
vice president, United Mine Workers of America Mr. Ke 


are very glad to have you here. Will you give your full 


Ke ) 
nes 


namo ar 
Lighibit® ciil' 


the capacity in which you appear for the benefit of the record. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS KENNEDY, VICE PRESIDENT, 


MINE WORKERS OF AMERICA 


Mr. Kennepy. Thank you. Thomas Kennedy, vic 


United Mine Workers of America. | live in Haz lton, Pa 


tion. 


UNITED 


preside nt 


, and repre- 
sent the United Mine Workers of America with respect to t 


his legisla- 
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\\ Baker bill as a minimum requirement under present 
Hlowever, In previous statements which I have made 


I Lio! | xplau “ that L be lieve the pDavment ot unen plov- 


ion should not be restricted to 26 weeks, as it is in 
Sta yut should be paid for all of the time persons are unem- 
Spr ne for the bill, as it affects the coal industry, I would sav to 
mittes that our rt procal trad agreements and international 
Ol ene! into this picture to a rreat extent. lor instance, 
iT sidual oil that 1s dumped indiscriminately along our eastern 
voard and results in ruinous competition for solid fuels 
ro he National Coal Association I submit herewith the figures 
esidual oil for 1953 as well as for 1954 up to May 22 
i ( 
Pent lvania alone, as affecting the anthracite and bituminous 
there are approximately 100,000 men employed 
> Wee 75.000 and 100,000 are unemploved in that State Prac 


othe! con! producn states su h as West Virginia, Ken 
v, Tennessee, Ohio llinois, Indiana, and so forth, are ju 


st as 
ted by unemployment in the coal industry; and whil 


all 
employment is not due to the unfair competition of residual 


erv material effect on the causes of unemployment 


(nother element that affects unemployment is our decline in export 

R tly the Coal and Steel Community of Europe, function- 

he basis of the Schuman plan, received a loan from the United 

States of $100 million. In reality this is actually a subsidy for those 
yuntries affiliated with the Coal and Steel Community and is to be 
oO take care OT e! plover in marginal mines and for housing and 


Recently IT cabled Mr. William Lawther, secretary of the Miners 
ternational Federation in London, as follows 


pre tatives Schuman plan for coal and steel it 

I \ this countr » secure large loan to develop and carry on said plan. 
("oa lustr n United States or orking 2 days per week Numerous mines 
iow! W 1icdd tik ver I ich to know where Schuman plan countries are 

l I r coa | rece! bought coal from Russia Are these other 
purchasing P sh coal or from what source? This information together 


d 





] | 

4: T 

j , ‘ 
) » : > 
ro ( | é 
{ I 0) i) 0) 
| 
wor { j 

‘ ' 


This wire from Mr. Lawther indicates that Ol the col 


munity countries decreased 41 percent while the imports from other 
countries, including Poland, were substantia! creased. IL wondet 
if we are sending or loaning money to these countries for the ] pose 
of accelerating oul losses in the export of co to these countries It 
seems so to me 
aloes. 4 ‘ littlo f esha’ a eaesl ‘ 
In order to throw a littie turther lich O rnationai i ia- 


tions, which adversely affect the coal industry in the United States, 
I incorporate here in the record copy of a letter I recently sent to Mr 
Paul G. Hoffman, chairman of the board of the Studebaker Corp 
together with copy of Mr. Hoffman’s reply, which is self-explanatory 





I have just read your ar e entitled “Suicide Fet i 23 
issue of Look magazine lhe first paragraph « is | 

\s we sat in my hotel roo n Berlit a ( i i \ \ 
cans baffl ( You praise free enter ‘ \ ‘ 4 ' 
consumer gains when manufacturers rea ( ) i etter 
lower price Yet, vo Dp taritl Walls agai \ 
need and W t Lhe re | at A ins are 
when they could get the same thing tter and ¢ i ) 
your idea of competition stop at tl ler? 


And then vou say, “I could not deny his logi 


If vou had considered all of the facts, I think ( é 
above [ was in Western Germany recent! a I 1 I i i 
be placed in Hamburg ir sful co etit Va 
it, is possible to do so because t Fed ul ( We ( i 
refuses to grant al mport se for l 0 
: } y ; { , ; 
| might pa ise here, Mr. Chairman » Sa ) ( ‘ Oo ( 
} ‘ ] +1 ‘ 9 , | ‘ ~ ¢ rear f 
coal operator delegates too this I lé ) h th 2 e Dep tment 


repre entative I} Wester Crerl Ln and thre told } to 
about it He eould not et an import 





I I I \ ‘ HO ¢ ) | 
| this connec oO! i ) | 4 : 
to cover thi trade ai mel » W ( LW, ; . 
Great, Brit or anthrac t t fr 
bought fro R rae O ‘ ’ 
national grade 1 tio | Ta ! | 1 
und other countr ’ . , 
the various countries pa ! j \Ia : a 
Polish coal vhieh is reall INUSSI coal Ha An 


pure! ase Unis Coa 


I might sav for the benefit of the record at this point that Radio 
Tokvo recently made an announcement 
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: : 1] 
a trade agreement with Japan for the supplying of metallurgical coa 
ro \lanchuria into Japan. 
a lf 
. a 
\ | I 
ive Ca 
an < { 
\ 1 i 
i ( 
I i p t l 1] - 
R ( 
( i i ‘ | i 
i 1 i i i 
I t 
i Vala ia I ) 
| ! ’ ] ] | ‘ + 
| ight pause here, Mr. Chairman, to make the observation tha 
ost of these people retuse to give anv con ideration to the quota 
Syste! nd to the import licenses and to the subsidies that appl 1! 
practically all of these fore ih countries. I say that in nationaliza 
t10 nds it is really a subsidy proposition 


Mr Hoffman replied 2S follows 


8 ead 
1 i re i I 
Li \ ) i 
f, 
And t 24 L pl e us rall ised 
4 
( 
hy ) t mnt up th fatia ot ti po ion of men like 

\I 1] { s wh , Feet t] “We should ta tl 

) Murope so that th ht secu \merican doll to 
I l 

| th) oO VOrK! ( hat ! a ) ha 
I \ ollars are shopping al d Kurope and tl } n the 
ait | Mh DO \ ly ‘ Ve] bad effect ¢ th 
oO f the I ted S ( pec I] th 1 rd » tl coal 
econ | view of these fa it n to s tha if we have 
money to send to Europe for the purpose of boosting their trade at 
the expense of our trade, we shot ld provide for those in our own 
count who are unemploved as a result of this policy 

\\ therefore, favor this bill as a minimum and uree the committe 


to Gly additional consideration to the whole problem involved, which 
Is more than une mplovment compensation and which vets mto the 
whole problem of working out these matters on an equitable, sensible 
arrangement which will protect the interest of American labor and 
American industry We must maintain our own economic strength 


and provide for the unemployed in this country if we hope to be able 


Lo help other nations in the sol ition of their economic problems 
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The CHatrRMAN. We thank vou very much, Mr. Ken Ar 
there any questions? 

Mr. Baker. Mr. Chairman 

The CHarrMan. Mer. Baker will inquir 

Mir. Baker. First, may I extend to Governor Kennedy mv own 


appreciation for his appearance here and his contribution to this 
nost mmportant subject Just a question or t » Crovernol We all 
know the contributions of coal mining to national defense and esp: 
cially in time of actual wai Will vou stat to tl OmMmMitte whi 
b nine IS down about how lone if takes to i : n ren 
— tion? 

Nin ¥ D ft 1] » } ] ' If 
the mit is 1daie for an if r mo it wo : 
month to get the min n opel on 





inemplovment insurat that should be offere 
emplovment, is there some distinction some iT ¢ ( betty ce 
miners and other unemployed people? Applyimg that test 
tell us whether they should have a longer period when it is due to 
trade polic v? Is there something unique in tl r Oc tion? 
\y , : ] | | 
Vir. KENNEDY. | certainly do, for the reason tl n the immedi: 
vicinity of coal mines there are no other occupations to which t] 
might go. There are no other industrial plants, or very few, with tl 
result that when thev : ‘dle thev : 1] litlel 
esult that when they are i1die they are cil¢ Lie th \ L\ ibsol ( 
? t ‘tiimnit t , ‘ } ] — +} ) t 
ho opportunity to Fo anvwnere els LLess h¢ moy LO LD rot 
1 } l 
or some other piace where there micht be availabl my] lovi ent 
However, speaking, when a mine is down as a result ¢ 
| 
filure Of e3 the residual-oil situation o7 eneral decline 
naustry those men are me lave! ly f} ( ain | i 


cross section of American labor 

Mr. Baker. I thank the gentleman very muel 

Mr. Urr. Mr. Chairman 

The CHatrman. Mr. Utt will inquire 

Mr. Urr. Mr. Kennedy, do vou believe that it would be prope 
to include a section which would prohibit illic al oa ns who are 
unemploved to draw unemployment insurance? 

Mr KENNEDY | do not know about aliens [ thin] probabl 
we have to take care of them while they are her [ would imagine 
insofar as aliens are concerned, we probably have to take eare of 
them while they are here on the same basis that we ears 
people. In Pennsylvania, where we have aliens emploved in the 
mining industry, they participate in the same wages and they par- 
ticipate in the same benefits of government as a 

Mr. Ut1 1 am not talking about aliens 1 am talking about 
aliens who are in this country illegally 

Mr. Kennepy. Illegally? 

Mr. Urr. Yes, sir 

Mr. Kennepy. I think they ought to be sent back 

Mr. Urr. My question is, do you believe that illegal aliens in this 
country should be allowed to draw unemploym 

Mr. Kennepy. I think if thev are here, Congressman, they are 
probably entitled to participate to the same extent as all other peopl 


Mr. Urr. If they are here illegally? 


nt insurance 
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been the case Until it is found 
course, they participate in the same 


Vir. Ka NEDY Yes That hi 
out tha hey are here illegally oO 
benefit 


My 


is 
‘ 

| 

l 


| ‘ 
Sali OUNCES 


m | 
I'l Chat is all 


NI LENNEDY. Thank you 
The CHarRMAN. The next witness is Mr. Elwood Hain, chairman, 
lead and zine « uncil, United Gas, Coke, Chemical Workers of 
America, CIO | think the reporter has the capacity in which you 
and your ham You may proceed. 
Baker. Mr. Chairman 
he CHAITRMA) \Ir. Bake 
Baker. Two of these gentlemen, Mr. John Marshall, president 
of local 401 of the zine workers, of Bartlesville, Okla., and Mr. Homer 
Wilson president Oo} local 407, at Mascot, Tenn., follow on the witness 
list | would like these two gentlemen to sit with Mr. Hain so they 


The CuHainMan. We thank you, sir, for your observations 
I 
; 
( 


may make some contribution 


Che CHarRMAn. Without objection, we will be glad to have them 


) 
Pro 


STATEMENTS OF ELWOOD HAIN, CHAIRMAN, LEAD AND ZINC 
COUNCIL, UNITED GAS, COKE, CHEMICAL WORKERS OF AMER- 
ICA, CIO; JOHN MARSHALL, PRESIDENT, LOCAL 401, UNITED 
GAS, COKE, CHEMICAL WORKERS OF AMERICA, CIO, BARTLES- 
VILLE, OKLA.; AND HOMER WILSON, PRESIDENT, LOCAL 407, 
UNITED GAS, COKE, CHEMICAL WORKERS OF AMERICA, CIO, 
MASCOT, TENN. 


Mir. Harx. Mr. Chairman and distinguished committee, we are 
here representing the lead and zine workers of the United Gas, Coke, 
Chemical Workers of America, CIO; and, as the committee knows 
there is a serious problem involved in this industry. 

Che CHarrkMan. In order to be perfectly clear, Mr. Hain, is it 
Homer Wilson that is with you? 

Mir. Hain. This is Mr. Homer Wilson, and this is Mr. John Mar- 
shall. Mir. Marshall is representing the smeltermen’s union, and Mr. 
Wilson is representing hard-rock miners, both of which are in our 
union and both of which it takes to make lead and zine. You first 
have to dig it out of the ground, and then you have to smelt it, so 
we have just brought in 1 representative from each of the 2 workings 
of the lead and zine situation. 

lor some time now the Congress has been aware of the serious eco- 
nomic distress in the domestic lead and zine mining and smelting indus- 
try. This fact is shown by the large number of bills which have been 
introduced in the Congress proposing in one way or another the distress 
in this industry. 


These bills which have been introduced are, I believe, about 15 in 
number, some from the Senate and some from the House. Senate 
bill 1562 was introduced by Senator Dworshak of Idaho; Senate bill 
1619, by Senator Malone of Nevada; Senate bill 1620, by Senator 
Malone of Nevada; Senate bill 3349, by Senator Millikin of Colorado 
for himself and Senators Johnson of Colorado, Bennett of Utah, Case 
of South Dakota, Mundt of South Dakota, Watkins of Utah, Kuchel 
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of California, Barrett of Wyoming, Hunt of Wyoming, and Anders« 

of New Mexico; House bill 4462, by Congressman Stringfello O 
Utah; House bill 4796, by Congressman Withrow of Wisconsin; Hous 
bill 5019, by Congressman Young of Nevada; House bill 5780 by 
Congressman King of California; House bill 6011, by Congressman 
Dawson of Utah; House bill 6651, by Congressman Metealf of Mo 

tana; House bill 8720, by Congressman Dawson of Utah: House bil 
8752, by Congressman Ewart of Montana: House bill 8820. by Cor 
gressman Aspinall of Colorado; Ho ill S827, by Congressn 

Dawson of Utah; and House bill 8892, by Congressman Young o 


a Nevada. 


At the height of this interest this committee and the Senate | 
nance Committee adopted resolutions which resulted in an extens 
‘ investigation, under section 332, of this whole problem by the 
States Tariff Commission. 
Simultaneously, the Commission heard an application for ‘ese 


clause”’ action under section 7 of the Trade \vreements leoxte I 
Act of 1951. The first paragraph of the identical resolutions adopte« 
by both committees reads as follows 


Resolved, That the Tariff Commi 





332 of the ’ Act of 1930. as amet | » | i 4 9) to ’ 
investigation of the domestic lead and I | r iding t ‘} 
imports of lead and zine on the livelihoose f \ ’ e] und t 

results of its investigation to the Senate Fina ( r | \} 


31, 1954 
This committee has already taken cognizance of thi probler 
has been raised regarding the effect of foreign trade in this ind 
‘on the livelihood of American workers.”’ 
No effect on the livelihood could be greater than that of total o1 


partinl unemployment. Since this committ: dopted the above 
j . i. } 
lution we are here today. 

Recently the Tariff Commission issued tts report At thi 
shall distribute some copies of that epol V1 Wi h WV ¢ ( 
are familiar, and request that it be incorpora by f it 
statement at this point. This is a rath ( e docume provil 


the contentions that we make here and which we made befor 
Tariff Commission in its hearings held last Novembei 
‘. The CHatrMan. This voluminous document cannot be p 
part of the record of this hearing. We W ill see 
to them at this point in the record. 
The document referred to is, Lead and Zin Report on Inves 
« tion Conducted Under Section 332 of the Tariff Act of 1930, by 
U.S. Tariff Commission 
Mr. Harn. Yes sir; just by reference, Mr. Chairman 
The CHatrMAN. Without objection it is so ordered 
Mr. Harn. As a result of these hearings and this report we und: 
eal 


! 
me some re mMmena 


stand the Commission has n 


“escape clause’? and these are now pending before the P1 

These bills and this report, in our opinion, conclusively prove the 
urgent necessity for some action to assist the workers who have born: 
the brunt of the economic dislocation in this industry. This is a 
special case which we feel requires Federal action because of the 
extent of Federal involvement in bringing about the situation 
exists today. 


esiden 
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Chere are two factors which made the Federal trade and _ tariff 


policy especially pertinent 1n regard to employment in lead and zine 
Unlike most industries which were relieved from controls at an earlier 
period the lead and zine industry continues to be affected by policy 
decisions made during the earlier days of the Korean emergency. 
Thes trategn metals constantly lace the up and down needs of the 
Federal Government. When war policy requires it these mines and 
smelters are expanded, new shafts are sunk, the Government seeks to 


purchase on tong term contract from every available source. 


(As a result of this whole pre blem we were very encouraged when 
Congressman Baker introduced H. R. 8585 and we are here in strong 
rt « that measure Th bill deserves. the support ol the 

I I n and of the Conere 
ho ! t is focused at a specta problem its streneth lies in its 
natul rather than providing : compulsory mandate The 
1) re I" the Vari! Commission to make a ‘finding’ and the 
resident to til hat the unemployment in a given industry or 
Cl Lh¢ I esults from Federal tariff or trade polucy This 
mn ble po.icy eliminates potentiality of conflict with the adminis- 
itio of her the foreign trade policy or the unemployment 

compensation administration 


Che bill provides further that the payment of unemployment com- 


pensation to an unemployed individual shall be increased to an amount 
not in excess of two-thirds of the individual’s average weekly wage 
And that likewise, that the duration of benefits shall be for a period of 
not more than 39 weeks tn a benefit vear. Only then will the State 
De ¢ ible for a Federal supplem ntaryv grant 

[hese su ested provisions are not inconsistent with the recom 
mendations which President Eisenhower made regarding benefits in 
I January economic report These recommendations are not 
inconsistent with the recommendations of the Seer tary ol Labor in 
his communications to the rovernors ol the several States dated 


With the exception that in view of the extensive nature of this 


distress and the source of it. the Federal Government, we are recom- 
mendu that the Federal Government take this step of providing 


Ipplementary benefits for a single vear 

We note the bill makes one further concession in relation to the 
financing of such supplementary grants required under its terms. — It 
provides that these grants shall be allocated ‘‘out of the proceeds of 
custon duty collected under the Tariff Act of 1930 as amended.” 
We see no objection in having these supplementary payments made out 


Ol istoms d ty 
\t present customs duties are not allocated but go into the general 


fund. But, the fact is that they are collected from imports which 
result from the implementation of Federal foreign trade policy. Thus 


they are collected from the implementation of the same broad policy 
which has caused our problem in the lead and zine industry 

\t the present time the unemployed or partially employed workers 
are financing the mayor cost which results from this Federal foreign 
trade policy. We believe it would be fair to shift some part of this 
cost from the workers on to customs receipts which result from the 
same policy. 











UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 





Mr. Chairman, at this time if there are any questions we will try to 
answer them and | would also like brother Marshall, who is exper- 
ienced in the smelter industry, and brother Wilson, who is a hard rock 
miner, to add whatever they care to to this serious situation for the 
benefit of whatever it may be worth this committes We want to 
say again that we are in support of this bill as a minimum 

The CHAIRMAN. You are speaking now of Congressman Baker’s 

Mr. Hatin. Yes. We also think that there should bi iTicie the 


serious situation that exists today possibl roader bills studied and 

considered by this committee, but at this point as lar as the lead and 
} 1 

zine workers are concerned in this country, we certainly support this 


bill as far as it goes 
The CHAIRMAN. We thank you, Mr. Hain You made a very fine 
presentation and a very interesting one Are there questio1 
Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman. 
The CHatrMAN. Mr. Mason will inquire. 





Mr. Mason. Mr. Hain, I have two of the oldest and one of the 9 
est zinc smelters in the country in my district: Llinois Zine at Peru 
and Matthiessen « Hegeler it LaSall Matthiess nh & Hegele own 
two other zine smelters in the East. I did not introduce a bill | 
was not one of this list that you read off here of those that have bills 
Does that mean that I am not interested in this subject and int: Ste 
in the fact that 400 or 500 men have been thrown out of en plo nt 
in mv own hometown? It does not, because with all these bills in 


the hopper I felt it was unnecessary for me to introduce another 
bill similar to these. 

However, I am saying this: The Baker bill if adopted will throw 
the spotlight of publicity upon these groups of unemployed, special 
FrTOUDpS of unemploved, that have become une mploved because of the 
policy of the Federal Government, »nd I say that that bill ought to 
be adopted, operated a vear, and then we will probably enlighten the 
country as to what our tariff policies have been doing to the workers 
of America. 

Mr. HAIN We appreciate vour statement very much | thought 
when you started to speak that maybe you had introduced a bill and 
by not knowing all the ropes around here I might have missed a bill 
or two and did not get you on the list 

Mr. Mason. | usually confine My bills to tax bills and mavbe social 
securlty bills because that is what our interests are mainly 

Mr. Harn. I think perhaps vou and this committee that is with 
me today are in a great deal of agreement when you say that this 
bill will at least throw a spotlight on the situation. It supports the 
contention awhile ago that we would like to see this bill supported 
even though maybe we think it does not go far enough. It is a start 
in the right direction. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Marshall or Mr. Wilson, do either of you 
gentlemen have anything to add? 

Mr. MarsHaui. My name is John Marshall 

The CuarrMan. A very celebrated name 

Mr. MarsHauu. That is right. That is my great-great-grand- 
father, Mr. Chairman 

The CHarRMAN. Very fine 

Mr. MarsHALL. I am president of local 401, Bartlesville, Okla 
United Gas, Coke, and Chemical Workers of America would like 
18088 
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to call your attention to the very urgent need for this special group 
because the smelter industry, which I am from, has a unique situation 
in the family of industries in the United States. The horizontal re- 
tort smelters fill a necessity in the needs of the country both in peace 
and in war 

Kirst, | would like to eall your attention to the fact that the smelting 
industry in the United States, the processing of ores, either foreign 
or domestic, or secondary, has full capacity at this time and is operat 
ing so that it will produce sufficient zine to take care of the appetite 
of the American people; and that any importation of slab zine into 
the United States is in excess of the present production in the United 
States and therefore has caused a 25 percent reduction in the employ - 
ment in the zine smelting industry in the United States, which reduc 
tion has not met the lessened requirements because of the importation 
of zinc; and at the present time, in less than 3 years the stockpiles 
lving on the grounds of the smelters of the United States have jumped 
from 11,000 tons to over 200,000 tons, as of this day 

Most of this zine has been imported from countries in which the 
Marshall plan and other aids have set up industries in foreign countries 

The CHarrMan. I want you just to repeat that now again for the 


Mr. MarsHauu. I said that most of this importation of zine in the 
United States is coming from factories that the Marshall plan and 
other foreign aids have set up in foreign countries or rehabilitated 
destroyed factories, in Belgium, and Holland, and so forth. 

Not saying anything against the Marshall plan, but it is the con 
census of opinion of the zine workers that these countries would do 
well to produce materials for their undernourished and underdeveloped 
countries of their own instead of trving to produce goods for the 
American people for dollars 

The CHatrMan. I did not ote for the Marshall plan I have 


never been for it 
Mir. MarsHauyu. I am for the Marshall plan, but I think there ar 
political atmospheres in European countries. They should start 


producing goods for their people instead of producing it for dollars 
Qu pal cular problem is this: All the smelters in the United States 


with the exception of one, | believe, is under union contract and have 
De mor to World War 1] and the contracts all carry Seniority 

The 25-pereent reduction in employment in these plants naturally 
hor s olf the yvoungel peopl They ture able in norma! times to 


vet reemployment in most localities, but this situation is standing 
on the brink of a house of cards, you might say. With the dilatory 
attitude of the administration in coming forth with at least some kind 
of a policy on importations of foreign zinc, we stand at this situation 
In my plant in Bartlesville, Okla., we have some 22,000 tons of zine 
lving on the ground and I think we are rons’ to have to eall on the 
Indian Age cy of Osage County to find land to stock anv more on 
if we keep on ; 
Temporarily the price ol zine went up because each and every day 
somebody savs that information is gomg to come from the White 
House and they are going to start purchasing zine under the recom- 
mendations of this proposition here in this Tariff Commission report, 


but it never comes out. The information is that they are going to 


GT pe He 
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stockpile zinc. They are going to buy zine under the recommenda 
tions of this report It never comes out 
Should it materialize, and it has in the past, that the administration 


intends to do nothing, the price ot zine will lit the bottom and prac 


cally every smelter in the United States will shut down. It has 
before and it will again. 

Mr. Simpson. Mr. Chairman 

The CHarrMan. Mer. Simpson will inquu 

Mr. Stimpson. What information do vou hav: regarding ti Sou 


of purchases for the stockpiling 
Mr. Harn. Of course, if the Government buvs according to the 
recommendations, | believe they will buv from domest sources 
In other words, domestic-mined ores processed in domestic smelters 
will be purchased by the Government, thus reneving the s Luatlon 
Mr. Simpson. You mean produced within the United States? 
Mr. MarsuHatu. That is right 
Mr. Stmpson. In other words they would not be offshore purcha es 
Mr. MARSHALI It would © a fallaey to recommend that thi 
Government buy foreign metals 
Mr. MIMPSON The question is, li IL IS LO stockpiling COnCeCIVADLY 


they could buy it from any source whatevet My question is whether 


you have any information regarding the intentions to buy it 
domestically? 
Mr. MARSH LI No ! have no inforn on ut would certainly 


be against them 


Mr. Simpson. You would recommend that, would yo 
Mr. Marsuauu. Buying Mexican and Canadian in the slab becaus« 
] “soph a t ; ‘ \ 
I would know right away that it was not American workers that got 


the work that manufactured it 
Mr. Stmpson. Thank vou 
Mr M ARSHALI What I am sayin is that w have some distress 


now and it will not be lone until their unemployment insurance will 


be running out, but any further distress will cause a vi ry big ha dshiy 
on the smelter worker because, as I said before, most of them have 
been here a long time The avera e age 1n our plant Vii Chairman 
is 49 vears You ean readily see that anv other industries do not 
want us fellows. We are contaminated, to start th smo 
and dust and there is not a one of us that could run a half or 
without wheezing 

Industry does not want the dregs of these smelters SO We ¢ Le] 
have to make work for ourselves, such as farming or made work of 
our Owl Or we would be out Therefore we will have to have extra 


time that a younger fellow would not need, and [| highly recommend 
this bill because it extends the time and gives these older fellows a 
chance to rehabilitate themselves. Some of these men worked 25 
30. or 35 vears in the smelters and thev would be at a loss to readjust 
themselves 

That, Mr. Chairman, is the crux of my plea 

The CHatrMan. Thank you very much, Mr. Marshal 

Mr. Wilson, do you have a word to say? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I would like to make a state- 
ment for the miners in Tennessee. We are supporting the bill sub- 
mitted by our Congressman—our Congressman because he is the Con- 
gressman in the district that I represent of the miners 
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The CHarrmMan. I want to say to you that you have a very able 
man and very sincere Man representing vou in Congress and working 
In your interests 

Mr. Witson. We appreciate that and we are glad to hear that you 
do With respect to the zine mines, I would like to tell your com- 
mittee that a hard rock miner is an animal different and apart from 
other industrial workers In fact, most of them are sons of miners or 
erandsons of miners 

Thev have lived in mines all their lives In fact, my creat-grand- 
father was a miner if you wanted to trace my ancestr 

These men who work in the mines cannot adapt themselves to other 
industries very quickly It takes some time to do it. In the mines 
in Tennessee anybody that wanted to work after 1945 was laid off. 
They have a seniority system. Nobody works there now that was 
hired by any of the companies since 1945, so you can readily see that 
those men who had been working, some of them 6 vears ln the mine 
are now laid off and they cannot find a job 

In fact just before I left I talked to one of the hovs who had been 


hired in 1946 I said to him, “Have you found a job vet? 

He said, “No I lost my car the other day, they took it away and 
my wife is going to have a baby I cannot afford to spend this $26 | 
am vetting l am only to get it for about 6 more weeks.”’ He sald, 
“T just cannot take that money and go and hunt fora job. I am just 


rome to have to stay home : 

There is a situation where if we do not pass the Baker bill and 
extend that fellow’s insurance, what are we going to do about it? 
He cannot get a job What operation they are doing in the mines in 
Tennessee constitutes the storing of the concentrates. They are not 
shipping any out 

Mr. Marshall told you about the imports hurting some of the 
smelters. It does not hurt the smelters half as much as it does the 
mines because they ship into this country concentrates which at a 
cheap price are run through the American smelters, but the concen 
trate put the American miner out of work so we are pleading to you 
and your committee to pass the Baker bill and help these fellows out 
who are trying to rehabilitate themselves and trying to get a job some- 
where 

| will tell you this: That if the administration and Government in 
this city sits around and allows the American zine mines and lead 
mines to go out of business and we ever vot into a war they could not 
start them up again. It would be impossible. The question was 
asked here of Mr Kennedy How long would it take to start the coal 
mines back up again? I am telling you it would be impossible to start 
a zinc mine up again. 

The CuarrmMan. They cannot start them if they flood them with 
water 

Mr. Witson. Full of water, but then vou lose the experienced 
miners. They are gone and it is only the experienced miner that 
could do it, so we cannot afford in my opinion to ever let the mines in 
this country go down 

(At least this Baker bill will do something to try to keep these miners 
alive until we can devise some policy to get the mines running. They 
are not able to find a job anvwhere else right now. We would like to 
see them kept fed until we can get some kind of a policy through the 
Government to get our mines opened up 
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The CHarrMan. We thank vou very much, Mr. Wilson, for your 
testimony, and also Mr. Marshall and Mr. Hain. Are there any 
questions? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Chairman | Want tO ask \ir. W ison one q estion., 

The CHAIRMAN. Yessir 

Mr BAKER How many men are normally empioved alt the \lascot 
mine at Mascot, ‘Tenn.? 

Mr. Witson. Normally we employ around 600 in a bargain uni 
That is excluding supervisors, clerks, and people like that If vo 
did not exclude them il would bye clos to GOO 

Mr. Baker. How many of those men have been laid off in the last 
few months? 

\lr. WiLson Last month some have been laid off since that 
the secretary of our union got the checkoll check from the company 


th him There were 325 dues pavin members 


and | checked w 
and thev all belonged to the union last month 

\ir. Baker. Then it is down about two-thirds from norn 

\MIr. Witson. That is right 

Mr. Baker. May I ask Mr. Hain one juestion? 

The CHARMAN. Certainly 

Mr. BAKER Mr. Hain vou have made an extensive study of this 
entire problem have vou not 

Mr. Hain. To the best of my ability 

Mr. Baker. To what do vou attribute that vast unemployment in 
lead and zinc? What has caused it? 


Mr. Harn. I may not be an old expert. [I went to work in the 
zine smelters with brother Marshall bac . In 1 Le was there whet 
I got there, but through the vears we have alwa had figures before 
us and discussed this matter in the various zin smelters and ou 
various unions and so forth. It is our opinion from the records that 


we get that we used to produce about two-thirds of the lead and zine. 
We mined and smelted. Two-thirds of what this countrv uses was 
produced and made here in this country . 

I think the last figures I saw on the situation indicated it turned 
around to the point to where this country is only mining and manu- 
facturing and producing about 27 percent. I do not know whether 
that answers your question or not 

Mr. Baker. The answer to my question is obvious; that it is due 
to the importation of the material 

Mr. Hain. When you go from somewhere iround bb percent to 70 
percent down to 27 percent, 1l appears to us that the probl m is not 
too hard to figure out as to why. 

Mr. Baker. Mr. Wilson, have you something else 

Mr. Wiison. I would like to sav in answer to vour question to M 
Hain as to what he attributes it to, we in the mines know what tl 
cause 1s. The concentrates are be Inge shipped in from Mexico and 
Canada, Australia, and they are even shipped from other countries 
However, those are the major sources and they will lay it down in 
this country cheaper than we can produce it at the wage we are getting, 
and we have already taken a 6-cent-an-hour wage cut. Our wages 
have been cut, but we still cannot produce in that fashion and the 
companies indicated that the only way that they could meet that and 
not shut down any mine would be to cut wages further about 50 cents 
an hour—and the top miner only gets $2.10. 
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\Ilr. Baker. Mr. Wilson, since vou put vour finger on the cause of 
being the tariff and trac poly of the United States G,overnment, 


I miner, do you see anythin wrong with the party that 
nflicts the injurv at least paving part of the hospital bill? 


\l Witson. Congressman, I do not see anvthing wrong with it 
In facet, | hope that the do it In fact. 1 am in hopes that something 


vill be done for that miner down home who does not have a job, cannot 
ind hi inemplovment che k is running ou 
Mr. Baki Phat isall. J thank each of vou for coming he 
\Ir. MARSHALI Mr. Chairman, I would like to call attention to 
table 12 of part I of the lead and zine report on investigation that you 


have up ther This ‘ ample 

Vii KORAND Mir Cha rinan, we do not have that volume 

\Ir. Mason. There are 3 or 4 of them along her 

Mir. ManrsHauu. Congressman, I will give vou this one after I get 
thro h readu t her 


\l I ND. The are all o ro the ther sid We cdo not 





it ( IRM Wil I ( Qi ie ll I 

s her 

\ \La HAI | not le 1) \ir. Chairma 

Phe ( [Al TAN Wo i Vou mak the rete rad 

\ ! NLA HALI | W ruld 1h} to re I rie | wre Ub part | 
Introd fron, summatl ric mclusions In this report 

Che CHATRMAN. Thanl ul vel h 

Nir. Marri \l ("} rman 

Phe CHATRM Nii Lal 

Mir. Marri. [ just want to add my word here of my interest in 
VOU! behalt In) keepu Yr VOU a live WoO! w@ organization m the lead 
and Ane Ninn?’ and si eltin I lustry Ther are some ol us outside 
vour mining area who have a verv deep interest in keeping vou fully 
operating within the continental limits of the United States, and I 


just want to add mv word of interest and commendation to vou for 


Dri us this information 
The CHarRMAN. Gentlemen, we thank vou very much for vour 
appre in ana he nformation that vo have givel the committee, 


The CHarrmMan. The next witness is Mr. Nelson Cruikshank 


director of th social IMsurane ACLIVITL American F deration of 
Labo Just five your hbame and the capacitv mm whi nh vou appear 
for the record 


STATEMENTS OF NELSON CRUIKSHANK, DIRECTOR, SOCIAL 
INSURANCE ACTIVITIES, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR; 
AND ANDREW J. BIEMILLER, MEMBER, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE 
COMMITTEE, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


\Ir. CRUIKSHANK. My name is Nelson Cruikshank and I am di- 
tor of social insurance activities of th \(merican Federation of 
WDO | was to be accomMpanhl d b Nii Creorge Ril um moby r of 
the | lative committee of th \ Ie of L., but lh Ril \ is detained 


in another hearing this morning. With vour permission, Mr. Chair- 
man, the statement which he had planned to present with respect to 
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H. R. 8857 will be presented by Mr. Andrew Biemiller, also a 
of the national legislative committee 
The CHAIRMAN. | Was just 2 
\Ir Biemiller, a forme! colleawue Ol ours, here Ww h us this mor 
Mr. CrurksHANK. May | ask, Mr. Chairman, that he pre 
statement with respect to H. R. 6539 and H. R. 6537 at this 
The CuHarrMan. Mr. Biemiller is recognizes 
Mir. BreMILuert As Mr. Cruikshank has st this statement was 


t going to su Ve 3 very happy to 


prepared by Mr. George D. Rilev, a member of the National | 
tive Committee ol t he \ I Ol L, ho 1s o spree alis on i Sli l 
affecting Government emplover \\ vl appearing h suppo 


the Mason bill and the Forand bill which would provide unemplovment 
insurance for Keds ral civilian mplovees 

The American Federation of Labor has supported this propo 
vears and now hopes that durin the preset ( oncress the purpost yf 
these bills will become law 

Th Presid nt this vear in his b ldvet Messa 


I strongly recommend ext 
ive Federa t il 
rivat i} 
1 ‘ » ) 
In his keconomu Repor Lie resident 1} LIsoO 1 


(Again, this vear, the Chairman of the ( Service Commissio!r 


testified on unemployment compen ! (r0 ) 

All of this support Is welcomed by th American Federation of 
Labor for a proposal which has been in the Congress fo 
several sessions, dating as recent] as 196 when H. R. 5118 
introduced Inasmuch as th administrator supporting 
proposals in these bills, it can be assumed tl e| 
‘““must’’ legislation and for this reason we have even more hope that 
your committee will report this bill 

Government employment has a fashion of coming in waves brou 
about by economy provisions and economic letdowns and generalh 
such layoffs are concurrent with low employment outside Governn 
Thus a dismissed Government employee is thrown into collision at 
competition with non-Government employer ; for available jo] 
cept that the Government emplovee venerally has | p i 
type of work often peculia to Government servi ana, thererore 3 
placed at a disadvantage in such competitior Mhis hn our opin 
is added reason for enactment of this legisla 


With minor exeptlons, these bills provide Tor CGrovernment employv- 
ment insurance coverage of all Federal civilian employees in the cor 
tinental limits of the United States and Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is- 


lands and citizens of the United States elsew 
The legislation proy ides that emplove rights to 
determined usually under the unemployment insurance 


Law 
State in which he becomes officially stationed at the time he becomes 
1 


} 
| 


of the 


unemployed, or, if he has been working outside the country, the State 


in which he 1s located when he files his claim 
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We are well aware of the wide range of amounts of benefits under 
State laws but believe it necessary first to establish the principles in 
favor of Government employees after which steps can be taken toward 
Improvement 

In the meanwhile, the Congress will have done its part to see that 
the Government employee IS a participant, at least In some system, 
until such time as Improvement and uniformity can be effected 

| have not dwelt upon the technical features and application of the 
bills but have left this to our union representatives who will wish 
to speak of it more fully 

Thus, I confine my remarks to the desire of the American Federation 
of Labor along with its affiliated unions to see recognition for this prin- 
ciple of unemployment insurance for Government employees 

The CHatrMan. We thank you, Mr. Biemiller. Are there any 
questions? 

Mr. Foranp. Were copies of that statement available? 

Mir. BreMILLER They were given to the clerk. 

Mr. Foranp. I think we ought to make it a rule that we get all of 
these statements early in the morning 

The CHarrMan. Some of them are not handed to us until later. 
Mr. Cruikshank, you may proceed 

Mr. CrurksHank. With vour permission, Mr. Chairman, I should 
like to present the views of the A. F. of L. with respect to H. R. 8857, 
and H. R. 8585. 

The American Federation of Labor fully supports the provisions Ol 
H. R. 8857 extending coverage of the State unemployment insurance 
programs to all emplovees regardl ss of the size of the firm in which 
they are emploved. The original exemption contained in the Social 
Security Act of 1935 was based largely on administrative con- 
siderations 

Many small employers, at that time, did not keep the records 
necessary for participation in the unemployment insurance program. 
\lso there was a lack of experience in State agencies with administering 
a program of this complexity in the field of tax collection. With the 
experience of nearly universal coverage under title II of the Social 
Security Act and with the recordkeeping requirements of even the 
smallest transactions, now having been in effect for several years in 
connection with other governmental activities, these considerations 
no longer hold. The social purpose of the program designed to meet 
the needs of workers who lose their jobs becomes the overriding 
consideration. 

We are also in favor of the purpose of section 3 of this bill which 
would make the tax reductions available under State employer 
experience rating provisions available to newly established enterprises. 

Members of this committee are acquainted with the fact that exist- 
ing Federal standards permitting tax-offset credits for reduced rates 
under experience rating require that the reduced rate be based on the 
individual employer's experience with unemployment during a period 
of not less than 3 years. This means that employers must be charged 


the full 3-percent rate—2.7 plus 0.3—during at least the first 3 years 
of their coverage under the program. In many instances, in accord- 
ance with some State provisions, the period exceeds 3 years. 

Over the years, this provision has given rise to many problems 
which have become even more acute in the last few years as contribu- 
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tion rates of most established employers continued to drop to relatively 
low levels in many States. This drop in tax rates of employers 
eligible for rate reductions bas been due, for the most part, to increas 
ing reserve funds. 

These in turn have resulted partly from very favorable economic 
conditions coupled with the higher average tax rates in effect in the 
earlier years, but also in a good many instances, Irom the high tax 
yields contributed by employers not eligible for rate reductions. The 
widening gap between the low average tax rates of the rated em- 
ployers and relatively high tax rates of the unrated ones has sharpened 
the problem. 

Let no member of this committee think that in supporting this 
proposal the American Federation of Labor is, for one moment, 
yielding its long-standing opposition to employer experience rating 
Nothing could be further from the fact, for it is out of this fantastic 
illusion that individual employers can be lured by a tax reduction to 
control forces over which they have no significant control that spring 
all the evil distortions of a program originally designed to meet a 
erave social and economic need. 

No; we only recognize that stripped of all the unrealistic arguments 
and rationalizations brought forward in support of employer experience 
rating it is, in fact, nothing but a dev ice to reduce the rate of the 
unemployment tax levied against some employers. In simple justice, 
such tax reductions should not be delayed so that there is diserimina- 
tion against new enterprises. The development of such new enter- 
prises should be encouraged in a dynamic, free economy, rather than 
impeded by a discriminatory tax rate 

The argument that it is necessary to have a period long enough to 
establish “experience” relative to the employet s efforts at stabilizing 
his employment has practically no meaning, since experience rating 
itself has little, if any, meaning with respect to efforts at stabilization 
The fact is that the inducement to the employer to stabilize his em- 
ployment, which is ascribed to the tax reduction arising from experi- 
ence rating, has in most cases stimulated his ingenuity in inventing 
ways to keep his laid-off employees from collecting benefits, rather 
than spurred him into any fruitless tilts with the windmills of the 
economic forces which actually determine his employment pattern. 

Permit me now to comment briefly on the proposal in H. R. 8585, 
a bill introduced by a distinguished member of this committee, 
Representative Baker. 

We are pleased to note that this bill not only recognizes that tariff 
and trade policies have an impact on employment, but proposes to 
do something about the matter. While we weleome the spirit in 
which the remedy was undoubtedly offered, we do not believe it is 
one which meets the real problem 

Actually, the problem in but a very few States is not one of shortage 
of funds. Most of the State funds are perfectly solvent—in fact, 
almost too solvent. The difficulty with this program in many places 
is to get the abundant funds released for the purpose of paying benefits 
to workers who have been laid off. 

Moreover, the real needs of workers displaced by the effect of any 
change in tariff or trade policy go beyond what is contemplated in an 
unemployment-insurance program, which is designed to cover a 
portion of the wage loss for a limited period of time. 
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Phese me iS meceluade In man instances retraining in new skills 


moving himself and familv to a new locality possibly even recovering 


ome of the lost equity in home purchase, where property values are 
depleted in cases where an industry or community is affected by thi 
poli We feel it entirely appropriate that these matters should | 
iken into account in consideration of tariff and trade policies but the 
consideration will need to be far more inclusive than that suggested by 
HH ht SOSH 

{ nemployme nt is not, at this time, a theoretical threat Itisa real 
ana presel daneet! \pproximately 8.5 pereent of the labor force 

now out of work In fact, the chairman of the Kconomic \dvisors 


to the President just since this statement was drafted, Mr. Chairman 
indicated that the present level of unemployment was one which the 
economy in this country could not continue to carry without threat 
to the whol operation of our economy 

In view of this grave situation, we respectfullv urge this committee 
and the entire Congress to devote its attention to the necessity fo1 
developing better Federal standards universally and equally apphi 


cable to all the States, designed to strengthen and improve the system 

We submit that the present situation demands that Congress 
amend the Social Securitv Act so as to provide additional standards 
for all the States to meet the following objectives 


Benefits: The maximum primary benefit pavable under State 


shall not be less than two-thirds of the average weeklv wage of 
covered employment within the Stat Subject to this maximum 
each individual’s primary benefit shall not be less than two-thirds of 
I average weekly earnings These provisions of the two-thirds of 
the maximum rate are also in Congressman Baker’s bill, but applied 
0 Ol certain types of workers unemploved, because of one speci! ¢ 
ca rather than all causes which cause unemplovment 
; Duration: Benefits shall be pavable to all elietble unc mploved 
persons for a period of not less than 26 weeks | note that My 
Baker bill extends to 39 and a bill of which I w ll speak in a moment 
also extends that to 39, but 26 represents the best prevailing State 
practice in anv state It could be and should be raised to 39 
Disqualifications The States should b required to limit thei 
disqualifving provisions to those actually designed to prevent pay- 


ment of benefits to anv workers who are not genuinely involuntarily 
unemploved The period of disquahification should be limited to such 
duration as corresponds to the period of time during which the indi- 
vidual’s unemployment ean properly be considered a result ol his 
disqualitvinge aet We suggest that 4 weeks represents a realistic 
period 

1) Coverage: Coverage should be made coextensive with the cov 
erage of the Federal old-age and survivors’ program In addition 
protection should be immediately be extended to the employees of the 
Federal Government, as indicated in the bills to which we are giving 
support in the earlier comments by Mr. Biemiller. 

he act should further be amended _ to provide means whereby 
States would be permitted to provide for uniform rate reductions to all 
employers, as well as individual experience-rated reductions. Fun 
there changes in the financing of the program should provide that 
proceeds of the Federal Unemployment Tax Act would be earmarked 
ina Federal unemployment account in the Federal Treasury, such ac- 
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count to be used for ] he | | S 
penses—including the establishment of i 
| 

Insuranee grants to those States which 3 Nn haneiatl I 
beecaus ot hich rates of unemplovment 

These are the genuine 1 as O1 a ae ylovme 
‘ wt ice] onl | | ] thon 4) { ‘ 
Oram, Which could be a ( Pp q] Withll thie Oo! ot | sent 
lederal-State program Anything sh) rt of h aetiol 
\ 1} a} | | 
Nation stul Without the Das protec nD) 
Insurance Ches sential changes a i ntail lin H ht 945 ( 
introduced last week by Representative Aime J. Forand 
80 cosponsors in the House and Senate including 4 other dis shed 


membe rs o| this comn tte 


The American Federation of Labor supports this sure as offermn 
by far the most CYenuUIne! COnS let e appro h to tl probiem oO} 
developing an adequate defense a hst unen ovment that has 
put before this Cong! => \\ eral tL\ this com { to ) 
proach this serious prob In Of ! ! ) 
tive and comprehensn ‘Thanner mdieca tee vy H. Rk i 


The CHarRMAN. We thank vou very mu 

Mir. Kean, Mr. Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN Vir. Kean will Inquire 

Mr. Kean. Mer. Cruikshan I want to go to this next-to-the 


paragraph on the first pave where vou discuss the question of an ¢ 
perience rating and vou say that it grows “out of this fantast Lor 
that individual emplovers an be lured bD a tax eCauction to cot oO 
forces over W hieh they ive O signiicant ontrol Qt course 
agree with that proposition, put l have al ivs felt that t istifie: 
tion for the experience rating is Dase Lene 2 he firms 
which have a ral ¢ Tal I ) ( not I 
burden for those who Have poo eMplo ( re ) 

As the latte S Cn pLlovees el more oO the bel t | ( Aliso oO 
pay more of the tax | have a enw ( econcention tro 
what vou have of the ason f \m | ( mv conce 

Mr. CRUIKSHANK. I do not tl hat has ! v beet Y 
that has beer put torw: 

Mir Ky AN I have il aves it that Was the re 


Mr. CRUIKSHA> I do not feel that has generall een the 


that has been put forward for the experience rating and ould | 
to say respectfully that | would not agree with vour po 

for it, because the reason that some firn ave : ter emp ( 
expe rience than others, eve! ranting that ex] ene { ( 
to that, which often it does not-—and I woul e to speak to tl 


a moment, if 1 may—those with the more favorable employment « 
perience are very often firms that are not all responsible fo 
more favorable employ ment experience 

Take utilities, for example, that have the protection of a franchis 
that gives them a monopoly Situation, Which 1s a rant Irom the 
State or the municipalit The faet that have a favorable 
employment experience rating is really no credit to them. Actually 
1 would reverse your argument just the other wav, that companies 
like the telephon« company ana the utilities, which im all States have 
the lowest turnover should, by the very fact that thev have been 
granted a special provision and special protection by law, in turn 
carry a larger portion of the cost of unemployment which ts a result 


of basic economic forees than they now do 
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Other firms, such as the building trades, for example, because of the 
very nature of their organization and through no fault of their own 
have widely fluctuating experience. There are seasonal factors and 
others that enter into their unemployment experience 

That is not their fault. It is not the fault of the building construc- 
tion company that vou cannot spread cement or lay mortor in subzero 
weather. They should not be burdened with this excessive tax rate. 

In other words, if it is granted on the basis of our argument that 
unemployment is largelv the result and the main result of economic 
forces, then the cost of the unemployment should be a social cost more 
equally shared by all segments of industry. 

lor just one moment, I would like to point out that experience 
rating might have some validity in its argument if the actual experience 
in unemployment were the measure of the tax rate, but that is not 
the case The index on which the tax is based is not the actual 
amount of unemployment, but the number of X emplovees who can 
successfully establish a claim for benefits Therefore, the practical 
incentive to the employer, while in theory it is one to stabilize his 
employment, in actual practice, the incentive to the emplover Is 
to develop gimmicks and devise means by which he can disqualify his 
laid-off employees from collecting benefits, since it is the number of 
people who collect benefits and not the number of people who are 
laid off which control his tax rate 

Mr. Kean. Havine the advantage, Mr. Chairman, of having 
Mr. Cruikshank present, who I think is a pretty sound thinker, | 
want to ask his advice with reference to certain arguments I have 
heard with reference to the rate on benefits. In the middle of page 2 
you say that benefits should not be less than two-thirds of the average 
wage under State law 

In the first place, about what is the percentage today? Forty percent? 

Mr. CrurksHank. Do you mean the ratio of benefits to the wages? 

Mr. Kran. Yes. 

Mr. CRUIKSHANK. No, it is around 35 

Mr. Kean. The President has recommended to the States that it 
ought to be 50 in his economic report 

Mr. CrurksHank. Not less than 50. 

Mr. Kean. I realize 35 is much too low 

Mr. CrurkKsHank. It is much lower than it was to start with. 


Mr. Kean. I think it is much too low now. But if vou go as high 
as two-thirds, it has been argued that such a figure might destroy the 
worker’s incentive to seek a job with all his heart. I have some figures 


before me which have attempted to prove that. The figures are: 
Say a man earns $1.50 an hour. That is $12 for an 8-hour day. 
Two-thirds would be $8 a day if he is working full time. A single 
man on that $12 would have to pay a 20-percent income tax, or $2.40. 
He would also pay social-security tax of 2 percent, or 48 cents. In 
New Jersey he would have to pay his 1-percent temporary benefit tax, 
which is 12 cents. 

The pattern today is that people are living further and further 
away from their jobs, which is a wonderful thing because they can live 
in the country and don’t have to crowd the cities. They might have 
to pay 50 cents wear and tear on their cars for transportation. Then 
they figure food also costs 50 cents away from home. I do not include 


caren 
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union dues because union dues are not charged when a person 1S 
unemployed. 

That would be $4 in the items ] mentioned. Subtracting $4 means 
the take-home pay of this man would be exactly the same whether 
he worked or whether he did not work. The fellow has leisure to 
work around the house, see his family. 

Mr. Mason. Go fishing 

Mr. Kean. Yet the exact amount of monev he would get under 
this two-thirds is the same for t} 
he is working or not Would he have the incentive under the two 
thirds to try with all his might to trv to get a iob? 

Mr. CrurksHank. In the first place, vou have taken a single man 

Mr. Kran. Yes A man with more exen ptions wot ld not pave as 
much. 

Mr. CrurksHank. We have to consider a number of other things 


He would have to meet all other requirements Ol] his eligibility and 


MS INCI idual as 1l WO ild be w hether 


availability for work He would have to be reeistered He would 
have to be available for any iob whicl the En ploy ment Service 
could turn up tor him which was a suitable job in terms of his past 
experience and work So it is not a matter of the man’s choice, even 
granting he would have the same amount of mon 


In some well-chosen cases such as the single man, it might come 
pretty close the terms of take-home pay, ait | 


, 
was an atypical case rather than a typical case I have seen these 
figures, Loo There are other things that as left out of then One 
of the things is that this is not a permanent thine Nobody can make 
a career out of being on this. We are not suggesting that anvone be 


able to make a career out of it 

At the most. there are 26 weeks in the best State We are not 
arguing for more than a 39-week maximum duration, all the time 
having to meet these other standards of availabili \ and registering 
for work at the Employment Service and meeting all of the other 
requirements. Looking for a job, be Huse anvbody ! 
for a job 

Mr. Kean. They would ultimately, but the fellow who was ten 
peramentally lazy might like to take a couple of months off, especk hy 
in the summer. 

Mr. Cri IKSHANK. Even at that he loses certain other things. You 


is going to look 


mentioned the fact that you did not charge the union dues I assume 

then, he isa union man. He is also looking, in most cases, for certain 
types of protection that are afforded under collective-bargaining 
agreements. He is losing his medical-care protection that is in effect 


Im a& very large proportion of the industries in vour State as well as 
many other States le is losing other benefits, fringe benefits that 
come, that are in addition to the take-home wa re 

I maintain when you talk about the take-home wage on one sid 
you cannot talk about it without also talking about the fringe benefits 
that exist with respect to employment on the other sid Those 
things he would lose. But all of this is on the ass lmption, too that 
the Kmployment Service finds no job for him 

We have to remember that at any moment the Employment service 
finds a job and there is an emplover that lists with the Employment 
Service a job that is suitable for him and he is called up or a notice 
sent to him that there is a job, the minute he refuses to report for that 
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ob he is out of th s, whether he is seek yr work on his own or not. SO 
even though the two-thirds might in some selected cases approach 
the Act ial cash take home tor a limited period ol Lime, | don’t think 
that argues against the more adequate benefits at all 


Mir. KEAN 1 am fully sold on the 50 percent 


Mir. CRUIKSHANK. Fifty percent would be a vast improvement over 
vhat we have no 

The CHatrmMan. Thank vou very much 

Nha Ko ND Nin Cruikshan | note in the last paragraph ot pace | 
of your statement with refe rence to experience ratings That brought 
tO mV Nil an article | read some tin ago Perhaps you are familiar 
with i | think it was Business Week that cited certain cases where 
emplovers were using tactics that we would not consider to be very 
moral, where they employ lawvers to bring certain charges or try to 
keep the indi dual from rettinge his benefits stalling and stalling in 
the hope they can keep up their experience rating \re you familiar 
vith that story: 

Nii CRI IKSHANK Yes | Siw that Lory (‘ongressman., The 
nstances cite ad Were tvpical of COT ideral le videspread practice 

Nii Kor ND | ye lie e this article had to do vith some case or cases 
n Ohr While | can’t reeall the details right now I wish I had the 
retiu here l am sure ( Cl membe of this committee would be very 
mucl nterested in it I want to be sure the record shows that that 
type OL practice has been used to prevent workers from getting the 
benefits to which they are justly entitled. Eventually they get their 


benefits, but it is a stall and it is a hardship on the individual worker 
[ was not sure whether you were aware of it I thought [ could bring 
if to your attention 

\MIr. CrurksHank. You are quite right 

The CuarrMan. We thank you very much, sir, for your contribution 

The next witness is Mr. John A. Campbell, national president, 


(merican Federation of Government Employees I want to Say, 
without foreclosing anv witness from mal Ing his full Statement, if you 
un speed up a little in the reading, it will help out We have to get 
on the floor promptly at 12. I have several witnesses here 


\t this point in the reeord I am come to insert statements ol Mr 
T. C. MeDutfee, general president, Associated Master Barbers and 
Beauticians of America 


ihe statement re ferred to follow > 
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STATEMENT OF JAMES A. CAMPBELL, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Campspetyt. My name is James A. Campbell. I am president 
of the American Federation of Government Emplovees. Our orea 
zation is made up of Government emplovees who are emplove 1 mn 
the various departments of the Government all over the Uni 
States and in Alaska, Hawaii, and Panama 

With your permission | will read this statement and comment on it. 

The American Federation of Government Emplovees most em- 
phatically favors the principle of providing unemployment compen- 
sation for employees in the Federal Civil ' 
of the Government of the District of Columbia The organization 
is vitally interested, therefore, in the bills under consideration by 
this committee which would establish this principle for Govern- 
ment workers 

The Federation supports the objective of these bills because th 
would benefit all of our members if at any time thev beecam« uneni- 


ploved. The Federation is also anxious to have this objective of 
unemployment compensation become a reality because the organi 
zation is an affiliate of the American Federation of Labor. As part 
of the American labor movement, we share labor s concern that 
adequate and effective provision be made for those workers whose 
misfortune it is to be separated from their employment As a mem- 


ber also of the Government Employees’ Council, representing 
of L. unions having members in the Federal service, the AFGE 
joins with those organizations in supporting unemployment insurance 
for Government emplovees 

At this pot I wish to express my thanks to the chairman and 
members of the House Ways and Means Committee for mal 
it possible for me to present the views of the organization | have the 
honor to represent 

Too much emphasis, Mr. Chairman, cannot be placed on the need 


for providing the benefits of unemployment insurance to employees 


of the Federal and District Governments This type OL protection 
is lone overdue Fach year which passes with no action on a legisla- 
tive measure designed to provide this insurance for Government 
employees only intensifies the need for it For lack of, many oO! 


thousands of employees will have been separated from their jobs and 
made to assume the economis and social losses of unemploy ment 


We believe the citizen who works for his Government is entitled 


o the same consideration in regard to these benefits as the citizen 
to tl tion i 4 } f t] 

who is employed in private industry. If one is entitled to the pro- 
tection, the other is equally so entitled The hazards of Govern- 


ment employment are the same as employn ent in private maustry. 
Government employees lose their jobs because of changes in conditions, 
and they have to meet the same problem Ol re ployment In 
many cases they have an additional handicap because of their service 
in the Government which is sometimes highlv specialized so that 
there is no counterpart of that kind of work in private industry SO 
the problem of finding employment is even greater than that of the 
employee who works in private industry. 

For that reason we ask that you support these bills 


48088— 54 12 
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H. KR. 6537 introduced by Congressman Forand; H. R. 6539 by 
Congressman Mason, and H. R. 7054 
Kmplovees of the Government of the District of Columbia are 1n- 
cluded in my reference to the desirable objective of the bills before this 


committee. These measures should most certainly include District 
empirovees Three of the bills relate to Fede ral emplovees and hone 
as now written nel ides them These bills are H. R 6537, introduced 


Congressman Forand; H. R. 6539, by Congressman Mason; and 

H. R. 7054, by Congressman Dingell. District of Columbia Govern- 

ent emplovees have a sem Federal status, Inasmue has the operation 
of the mun eipal rovernment and the compensation and working condi- 
yns of its emplovees are all subject to and in fact originate in legisla- 

ve enactment of the Congress 

[t is su reested also that these bills be amended to provide specific 
coverage of emplovees of the Panama Canal Company so that there 
be no question as to their melusion 

We have had in this country for more than 15 Vears an unem ploy - 
nent-insurance program for the benefit of workers in private industry 
It has provided a very necessary, though moderate, protection against 
the hazard of prolonged unemployment. This protection has been 
onfined to workers in private industry, but it 1s nonetheless needed 
yy emplovees in the Government service 

Many persons seems to have the Impression that Federal emplov- 
ment is quite stable They believe that there is, therefore, less hkeli- 


hood of the loss of si’ s job than there is in private industry. That 
view is not correct. Avil-service em ployees need comparable pro- 
tection, for they ue reat measure the irregularity and Iasaetannts 


which are characteristic of many areas in private employment. 


The American Federation of Government Emplovees favors the gen- 
eral tenor of all these bills, inasmuch as they would establish the princi- 
ple of unemployment insurance for civil-service emplovees. We want 
this type of insurance to mitigate the hardships that follow unemploy- 
ment, and we want it without further delay. We would, of course, 
prefer more liberal provisions as to the amount of compensation which 
Federal emplovees may receive. It is realized, however, that we must 
lay the groundwork for this extension of the Federal-State system to 
Government workers. 

\s the bills are now written, they provide that Federal employees 

vill receive the same amount under the same conditions required of 
workers in private industry in the various States in which they would 
become unemployed. It would be more desirable if Federal and 
District emplovees were given uniform benefits. The payments will 
be made from Federal funds, and they will not be subject to the factors 
which dictate the varving amounts in the different States. It would 
also be desirable if there were minimum and uniform standards for 
eligibility to receive unemployment compensation. I do not intend 
this statement to be in any way construed as opposition to any of 
these bills. I merely wish to point out important respects in which 
they may be improved. 

If existing unemployment-insurance laws are applied, the individual 
benefits which would be paid to Government employees would vary 
from a potential maximum of $20 a week for 16 weeks in Florida to 
$35 a week for 26 weeks in Alaska and $33 a week for 26% weeks in 
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Wisconsin Two States pay S30 a week for 24 weeks New Mexico 
and Virginia. Mississippi pays $30 a week for 16 weeks 
Fourteen States have a weekly rate of S380 pavable for 26 weeks 


They are California, Connecticut, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersev. New York. North Carolina. 
Ohio, Pennsvilvania, Washington, and Wvyomin Weekly rates in 
the other 29 States are between $20 and $30 

Wage or emplovment qualifications vary to e extent that few 
States have similar conditions This will complicate the administra- 


tive problem from the standpoint of the Federal Government 


Ll would like to direct the attention of the committee to the Xtent 
of the unemplovment problem as it exists in the Federal Governmet 
today It requires ho GCemonstration to unaerstand that the economi 
and social! implications of unemployment are no less severe for 
Federal or Distriet government employee than it is for workers in 
private mdustry Those Government employees who have families 
share the same r sponsibilit i s and face the same disheartening effects 


ot loss ora iob 


When unemployment Strikes, it deals the sam blow to the n orale 


of the Government emplovee nus it does to huis oworker im mdustrv. 
It mav have the same shattering effect o1 s family life Tf the 
period of unemployment persists, it will exert the same destructive 


etlect on the phvsical as well as on the mental well-being of the Federa 
emplovee and his family 

Insecurity of job tenure is the lot of many American workers, and 
the civil-service emplovee is no stranger to the disheartening ¢ xpecta- 


tion of becoming jobless. During the last 5 vears turnover in the 
Federal civil service has been of considerable proportions. In the 
calendar vear 1953 total separations amounted to 559,176, or about 
25 percent of total emplovment In the year 1951 separations were 
even greater—658,276. This is a high turnover rate, for, regardless 


of the reason, it means that emplovees are leaving jobs many of 
which must be filled by further recruiting 

The majority ol separations consists of outright quitting, which in 
1951 amounted to 400,000 and has been more than 300,000 in 1952 and 
1953 I mention the quits in passing because t bears on the basic 
conditions of dissatisfaction with one’s job. Lack of unemployment 
Insurance May well be one of the causes of such dissatisfaction 

The two causes of involuntary separation from the civil service are 
reduction in force and termination of temporary or expected appoint- 
ments. Involuntary separations for these reasons totaled 155,000 in 
1953, or nearly 28 percent of all separations in that year. The figures 
for the different categories and years to which | have referred are 


j 
tabulated below 


1952 ¥) 89 


1953 y, Lit 
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In nongovernmental employment, turnover rates vary from industry 
to industry. Direct comparison may not be properly made between 
turnover in manufacturing and Federal employment as a whole 
However, there are some relatively stable manufacturing industries, 
such as chemicals and petroleum refining, which have no higher 
separation rates than the Federal Government. If only manual 
workers of the Government are considered, turnover is higher than 
In many industries 

Whether Federal turnover is high or low, the comparison in itself 
has little if any bearing on the need for providing unemployment in- 
surance. The situation it does point up is that industrial workers 
have been provided with this benefit for more than 15 years, while 
Federal workers have been left to fend for themselves. 

Federal emplovees have had to rely on payments for their accumu- 
lated annual leave or on withdrawal of the money deducted from their 
salary for retirement purposes. This latter payment has been with- 
drawn from many employees, since they have been made eligible to 
coverage by old-age and survivors insurance benefits. More than 
one-third of all Federal employees are serving without permanent 
tenure; in other words, in an indefinite, temporary, or expected status. 

At least 25 percent of all Federal employees are covered by social- 
security retirement benefits rather than by the civil-service retirement 


provisions. This means that when employees in that group are 
separated from their Federal jobs they receive no refund of their 
retirement deductions. This is not stated as an objection to social- 


security coverage but merely to point to the fact that one lump-sum 
payment hitherto viewed as cushioning their loss of civil-service 
employment is no longer available. 

Employees having 20 or more years of service likewise would have 
no refund forthcoming, since the law does not permit it after that 
period. They will, of course, have established eligibility to retire- 
ment benefits, but that is still no subsititute for unemployment 
Insurance, 

Contrary to the belief of many persons outside the Government 
service that it is providing a career to the great majority of emplovees, 
the number having relatively short service has become increasingly 
large. This proportion is not fully accounted for by reason of the 
appreciable growth of the Federal civil service in World War II and 
the maintenance of employment at a higher level because of an en- 
larged Defense Establishment. The number who - their jobs 
during the 5-year period 1949 through 1953 totaled 1,428,000. It 
must be remembered that this number left volunte oe on that layoffs 
and other involuntary means of separation were in addition to the 
number who quit of their own volition 

Those who quit would not ordinarily be eligible to unemployment 
benefits. IL refer to them primarily to substantiate my statement 
that the Federal service is becoming more and more a group of em- 
ployees having relatively short service and that the cushioning 
payments to employees upon separation are lessening or being 
eliminated. 

Social-security coverage has eee the return of retirement 
deduct tions for many employees, but the increasingly larger proportion 
having relatively short service has partly reduced the other payment 
that for accumulated annual leave—which heretofore has provided 





UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE lis 


financial assistance to the Federal employee who lost his job. The 
accumulated leave payment has been lessened primarily by reason 
of the reduced accumulation permitted. Where formerly it was 60 
days, it is now 30 days. Accumulation up to 30 days is further 
restricted because of the graduated basis on which annual leave may 
be earned. The employee having up to 5 vears of service earns 13 
days a year and would require 2 years to accumulate 30 days if no 
leave were used. The employee having from 3 to 20 vears ol service 
would require a year and one-half to accumulate 30 days with no 
leave used. 

This change in the leave law means that potential lump-sum pay- 
ments are relatively small. All of which points up the need for 
unemployment insurance still more emphatically 

The relatively short service of the great majority of Federal employ- 
ees is indicated in the number of employees covered by the retirement 
system and old-age and survivors’ insuranee as reported in the 
recent information published by the Kaplan committee It is shown 
there that 22 percent had less than 5 vears of service and 81 percent 
had less than 15 vears of service. The figures, as of September 30, 
1953, follow: 


Thus the need for unemployment insurance for Federal and District 
employees has been increased during the last few vears by the large 
number of employees who have been separated and who continue to 
leave Government jobs. It has also been emphasized by the removal 
of much of the makeshift provision for the separated employee in 
requiring him to depend upon a retirement refund or a lump-sum 
payment for his maintenance in the interval during which he is seeking 
another job. 

Retirement and leave never should have been brought into the 
picture. The former is intended to care for the employee's needs 
later in life and the purpose of leave is to assure him income during 
occasional periods of relaxation from his labors and to devote a certain 
amount of time during regular working hours to essential persona! 
business. The principle of the unemployment insurance laws is to 
compensate the worker for a portion of his wage loss while unemployed. 
This bears on the question of adequacy of the amount of payment. 

Those who have studied income needs of employed persons are 
generally agreed that a single worker needs about 50 percent of his 
weekly wages or salary for food, shelter, and other expenses which 
cannot be deferred. The employee who has one or more dependents 
evidently would have greater demand on his income. The single 
worker and particularly the one with dependents would find the $20 
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tO S50 Monthiv rates of unemployment compensation mM effect m the 
ite SVs fferine scarcely a bare subsistence level of living 
Whether the Government emplove e has relative ly short service o1 


ha Sp t manv vears mn t hie Government service, he faces an acute 
problem when he loses his job. There must be a job available in 
rivat industry to replace the one he has lost The longe! he has 
been in a Government job, the greater may be his difficulty in trans- 
ferring to industry. Business enterprise wants voung men and 
wome! In very many Instances, the individual who ts 35 or 40 years 
old must be able to offer special qualifications or experience Gov- 


ernment ¢ mploy ees having any appreciable amount of experience tend 
to become so highly specialized that th ir know -how Is not desired for 


mal obs in private employment—certainly not in small business 
orvanizations 

Thus the unemploved Government worker has more than the usual 
prob] n of readjustment ‘There seems to be no defensible reason 


why the I ait ral Government should provide Less favorable COnNCLULONS 
for its emplovees than if has decreed for the emplovees In private 


INGUSEr\ It is a situation of plain equity It has it practical side 
Loo iOl Inemploviment msurance should contribute materially to 
stabilizing Federal employment and should assist recruiting 1 any 


period in which there is need for temporary expansion 


There seems to be every reason, Mr. Chairman, for bringing Federal 
and District Government employees under the unemployment insur- 
ance svstem | urge Vou most stro! oly to recommend that such action 
be taken with a minimum of delay In closing, | wish once more to 
eXp mi appl ination for this opportunity to present the views 
of the AFGE on this vital subject 

Mr. Simpson (presiding We thank vou for your appear und 
10 ) pre { ) 


We thank vo I 

\Ir. CAMPBEI | appreciate the Opportunlty of appea Delo 
the committees 

\ir. Siupson. The next witness is William H. Ryan, president, Dis 
trict No. 44, International Association of Machinists His testimor 
presented by Mr. Leonard Lopez 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. RYAN, PRESIDENT, DISTRICT NO. 
44, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCTATION OF MACHINISTS, PRE- 
SENTED BY LEONARD LOPEZ 


Mir. Simpson Please make vour statement as short as ou COl- 
1 


Vverently can covermg the essential points 
Mr. Lopez. 1 would lke to extend the apologies of Wilham H 


Ryan, who had a previous engagement already scheduled and there 
fore was unable to be present I happen to be the assistant to Mr 
Ryan 

The Federal agencies and activities in which our membership are 


emploved are: The United States Air Force bases, United States naval 
shipvards, air stations, ordnance stations and experimental labora- 
tories, the United States Army industrial ordnance activities and de- 


Ls g 


en 
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pots, mail-equipment shops of the United States Post O71 the Al 
kan Railroad, hvdroelectric inst: lations under tl Department o 
Interior, the Burea iol Eneray ng and Print ul Gaoverny tP 
ing Office, United States Coast Guard stati t Inder the 
National Advisory Committee on Aer tics, and the Panama ¢ | 
Company 

Our organization has consistently supported | station ned to 
grant unemployment compensatio verag » Federal emplo 
We believe that Congress should provi { overs LO emplover 
of the Federal Government in the same manner and to tl ame ae ee 
that it has been provided to private industrv « plovees 

As you will note from mv previous remarks. thre mplo : 
we represent are emploved principally in Federal-activities in hled 
the total employment has fluctuated tremendo aduring he ¢ 
genev period preceding World War II to this date, depender Ipo 
Government’s needs to maintain national sec and extens 
aid to friendly nations 

Mr. Foranp. Are these emplovees common! own as 
collar workers? 

Mr. Lorgrz. Yes. sir: with the added facet \ have om : 
visors who would be in the classified ran] 

Mr. Foranp. But most of then the c¢ vo s 

Mr. Lorrz. Yes 

The fluctuation as evidenced by these « Q 
with the effeets of veterans preference im app ment and retentior 
rights ith the Fed ral SCV ICE have eaused, ma rer f plo 
nonveterans to experience instable tenure ! ( OVI rit FF 
wise, these periods of fluctuation in Federal OV! nt hay 
many veterans who had hoped for a Feder: nthe | 
service to refrain from seeking ime been Uhre aide not desu tO 
subject themselves to a position of empl viii vo 
provide unemployment coverage in case th each 
T1i0On in force during LILOS periods when pi 
reducing personne! 

The gradual effects of the reculations base pon the \ 
Preference Act of Ma 944 has brought abo he displace () 
nonveteran emplovees b emplo ees with preference LO the 
that the preference emplovees how const te approximate ie 
cent of the total eivilian emplovment ot the federal Go 
If and when the Whitten amenament is epeated by Con S 
balance of preference emplovees will climb rapial erie CUUst 
separation of a large number of nonveteran cares mplovees 
speed with which this upward balance will take plac will be « 
to the reduction in fore requirements Of ea h agenev after the re] t 


of the Whitten amendment 

Inasmuch as the Defense activities will be expected to reduce thy 
civilian rolls because of reduced defense expen: 
vailing Defense Department policy of contracting larger percentages 
of Defense work to private industry, 1t is of paramount IMportance 
that Congress give serious consideration to the speedy enactment ol 
unemployment-compensation coverage for Federal employ 

Federal employment statistics show that in the vear 1953, invol- 
untary separations from the Federal civilian service numbered approy 
imately 155,000 
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The Wage Board employees who are in the blue-collar group 
(employed in navy yards, arsenals, air stations, et cetera) dropped 
from 760,000 in January 1953 to 651,000 by the end of that year. 
Among this group of 109,000 former Government employees were 
many who were unsuccessful in securing employment and were forced 
to undergo severe economic adjustment and hardship because of the 
absence of unemployment compensation. 

The legislative history of unemployment-compensation coverage 
or Federal employees shows that the Ways and Means Committee 
of the first session of the 83d Congress favorably reported by almost 
unanimous vote H. R. 5118. We respectfully implore this committee 
to give speedy consideration to this very important legislative matter 
with the aim of favorably reporting a bill containing the provisions 
of H. R. 6537 and H. R. 6539 

| make no mention of the latest because at the time the statement 
was made it was evidently not introduced. 

Our desire, of course, would be to have Congress enact legislation 
granting une mplovment coverage to Federal employees on a uniform 
national basis which would be comparable to the more liberal State 
laws which set the weekly unemployment benefits for emplovees of 
private industry. However, we realize that many problems would 
arise When attemptipg to work out an unemployment compensation 
system especially applicable to Federal emplovees. This organization 
therefore believes that it would be advisable and more logical, at the 
present time, to apply the same coverage to Fede ral employees as that 
in effect for employees in private industry. 

We subseribe to the feasibility of the worker’s right to benefits to be 
determined under the unemployment insurance laws of the State in 
which the Federal worker has his official residence when he becomes 
unemployed or, if he has been working out of the country, his benefits 
to be determined by the laws of the State in which he resides at the 
time of filing hisclaim. We further subscribe to the principle of basing 
unemployment Federal workers benefits upon the unemployment 
compensation law of the District of Columbia for those filing claims in 
United States Territories and possessions that do not have unemploy- 
ment compensation systems 

Mr. Chairman, in behalf of the people who I am privileged to repre- 
sent, | wish to express appreciation to you and the committee for the 
opportunity to testify on this legislation. I also express to you my 
personal thanks for your very kind attention. Thank you. 

\Ir. Simpson. We, too, are pleased to have you before us. 

Are there any questions? 

If not, we thank vou. 

The next witness is Mr. Thomas G. Walters, operations director, 
Government employees council of the American Federation of Labor. 

Inasmuch as | mentioned to the other gentlemen that time is im- 
portant, | do likewise to you and ask vou to conserve time as much as 
vou can and at the same time get all vour evidence before us. 
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STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES COUNCIL OF THE AMERICAN FED- 
ERATION OF LABOR 


Mr. Watters. I wou ld like to savy that Mr KE. C. Halbeck, the 
legislative representative ol the National Federation of Post Offies 
Clerks, would like very much to have the privilege of filing a statement 
within the next couple of days, as he was detained this morni Oo 
appear before other committees 

Mr. Stmpson. Yes, sir 

Mr. Watters. Mr. O. A. Burrows, Washington representative of 
the IBEW is on the west coast I woul 
if he were present he would support H. R. 6537 and H. R. 6539 Th 
is likewise the position of the Government emplovees council ! 
though H. R. 6537 and H. R. 6539. introduced by Congressman 
Forand and Congressman Mason respectivel\ perhap are not the 


like lor the record to how 


ideal solution, what our people are interested in at the moment 
coverage in order to protect those who are let out of the service thro ih 
no fault of their own. 

With that brief statement and the prepared statement that will be 
made a part of the record, I would like to recommend at the earliest 
convenience of this committee the adoption oO | DrovVISIONs oO} H.R 
6539 In order that the Federal employe es might be covered unde! the 
Unemployment Insurance Act. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Without objection the statement to which vou have 
refe rred will be included inh the record at this point We, of course 
have noted the comments you have made likewise for the record 

We thank you for appearing before the committee this morning 

(The statement referred to follows 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTEI O; I iy ( ( 
EmMpPLoYEs’ CouncIt, A. F. or L., on H. R. 6537, H. R. 6539, ann H. R. 70 


Mr. Chairman and members of the comn 


name is Thomas G. Walters, operations dire ( G 
council of the American Federation of abor 100 Indiana Ave NW : Wa 
. D. ¢ , phone E Xecutive 3—2820 and 3-2821 

The Government emplovees’ ¢ I er AY F< Lal 
made up of 23 national and internationa iInions hose members! rn wh e OT 
in part, are civil service employees The total Federal emplove memt 
of the Government emplovees’ council is more than 500,000 1 hers 

Mr. Chairman and members of the House Wa and Means ( 
behalf of the 23 member unior vho comnose the G rnment emt 
1 am happy to express to you our thanks and appr at 
holding hearings on legislation that provide Federa ( Ww 
the Unemployment Ir irance Act 

On June 1, 1954. the Government emplovees’ council office mailed the f 
memorandum to the member unions of the cour : is being a 
notice being received fro1 the committer 

JUNI 54 


“Chairman Daniel A. Reed announced that the Committee on Ways and Mear 
would hold public hearings on unemployme nt per ition begir I June 
1954 

“Legislation on which the 1 

“H. R. 8857 by Mr. Reed of New York, a bill to extend and improve 
ployment compensation program; 

“H.R. 6539 by Mr. Mason and H. R. 6537 by Mr. Forand, bills to amend tl} 
Social Security Act to provide unemployment insurance for Federal civiliat 
employees, and for other purposes; 


} 


nearings will De 
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\ir. Stmpson. The final witness is Mr. Howard E. Munro, legisla- 
Live epresentative of the ¢ ‘entral Labor { non and the Metal Trades 
Cour l of the Panama Canal Zone | repeat my request that you 
conserve time while not limiting yourself unduly 
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STATEMENT OF HOWARD E. MUNRO, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTA- 
TIVE, CENTRAL LABOR UNION, AND METAi TRADES COUNCIL 
OF PANAMA CANAL ZONE 


Mr. Munro. I will comment briefly on the contents of my staté 
ment. It is primarily dealing with the overseas employees. There 
are four reasons listed that overseas employ ees should have unemployv- 
ment insurance that do not show in the unemployment service for 
Fede ral employees in the continental United States 


Section 1504 (2) which allows the Federal emplovee returning trom 


overseas to use the State where he first filed his claim as his residence 
we believe is a correct procedure. Normally, the man returning from 
overseas goes to the residence he had when he went overseas T) 
har B . a) f L¢+ } . - 

IS his home Sut there are cases whe rep it be ah UNeMIDPLOV 
ment area, whereby, gvoing somewhere else ‘ wuld find emplovmert 
We concur in that principle 

Section 1505 deals with the leave situation {s long as the leave is 


computed by the present method ve see no obrection to considel 


time on leave with pav as time employed 

There Is, however, one section whi h app! es to the Panan fy al 
which Is slightly different from that applied to othe Fede rat employ- 
ces I have quoted section 252 of title 2 of the ¢ inal Zone Code which 
Says 7 A money spent 1)\ thre Federal Giovernment is reimburs: he 
from the company funds.”” The bookkeeping involved in reimbur 
ment of funds paid an ex-Panama Canal employ would be tret 
ous \lso, the question would arise if the Panama Canal Compa 
Was responsible under this SecLION for funds Dnid ai ex-employee To 


revent turther questions on this matter we respectfully request that 






race be added to the leo slation to! i} effect of sector 
2 Ol title 2 of the Canal Zone Code as far is I i I mpiovment 
surance 1s concerned 

Thank vou for allowing me to appeat 

Mr. Stimpson. Your statement will appea a cord thout 


The statement referred to follows 


s H« vRD EN } ] 1 | { 

| ROOF I D t ly DE . 4 \ he] 

Le H. R. 6537 H. R. 6539. ] \ Ser ers S 

\ PROV UNE INs ( 

\ ‘ 4irma i 1 I yy i I i | \ 
I ar i LATIVE pres¢ 1 ( t e Canal Z ( il La I 
Metal Trad ( oun t he al bo 26 
Federation of Labor The membership of these ! are the 1 ted St 
citizens emploved by the United State Crovel perate ia 
protect the Panama Canal 

I have been an emplevee of the Panama Canal ¢ pa e Ma 45 
am at present on leave without pay 

We wish to thank the committee for their inter 
for Federal civilian emplovees, particularly Congr nen Forand and Mas oO 
Introduced H R. 6537 and H R. 6539 

We believe unemployment it rance for Fe 
direction and one which ong overdue Therefor e endors he pr 
H. R. 6537 and H. R. 6539 

In order to conserve the committee’s time and a ep ateria 
mitted bv other witnesses. we will confine our te - te thane 
with overseas ¢ plo part ar} those rhe il Z 
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ect! k vour fa rable cons no his secti 
ECTION L5lf 
I} ( n authorizes the funds necessary to carry out Federal emplo 
Unemy} nt insurance from appropriated funds 
sec 29 title 2 of the Canal Zone Code states: ‘‘The corporation shall 





I burse the civil service and Canal Zone retirement and disability funds for 
Government contributions to the retirement fund applicable to the corporation’ 


empiovees, al d the employees’ compensation fund, Bureau of Emplovees Com 





Ltio Federal Security Agency, for the benefit payments made to the cor 
poratiol empiovees and shall also reimburse er Government agencies for 
al pavments of a similar nature made on its behalf 

The bookkeeping involved in reimbursement of funds paid an ex-Panama 
Cana Compar \ emplovee would be tremendous Also the questior would arise 


if the Panama Canal Company was responsible under this section for funds paid 
prevent future questions on this matter, we respectfully request that lan- 
guage be added to the legislation to nulifv anv effect of section 252 of title 2 of 

the Canal Zone Code as far as Federal unemployment insurance is concerned. 
[ thank the committee for allowing me to present our opinions on this important 


employee legislation, and will be glad to supply any additional data 


Mr. Simpson. Gentlemen, I have been asked by the chairman to 
say these public hearings will resume subject to the call of the Chair. 

The following statements were submitted to the committee for 
inclusion in the record of the hearings:) 





fea. 
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STATEMENT OF GEORGE H. FRA?! WASHINGTON REPRESENTATIVE, N . 


My name is George H rates l am the Was eprese tati 














National Association of Retail D ggists, an orga 4 uposed f 36.000 
small independent retail pharmaci pra yg Sta 
of the Union and the District of Columbia hese and e rota 
and operate their own associatior Our offic at 1163 N al Press B 
Dr. John W. Dargavel is admi ra su] H i 
executive secretary of the NARD wit 1diquarters at 20 \ Wacke 1) 
Chicago, I] 
Because the NARD. represents the sma ndep 1 etail pharma 
Nation who would be vitally affected by the p f H. R. 8857 
comin ( Sa i i : i 
\ I ( i ( pa 0 oO 
o 1 VOrTK a great 1 ] i 
| 1 ine of a 
al i ie I f 
If H. R. 8857 ; 
1 iW al 1d c 
t CK | » al ( 
ot the be { i ¢ 
compensation prograni to ine 1 oO ( | i 2 
because the small employe suld, of neces , ha to t ( ind 
to eliminate the added expense caused by the one ployee pr 
H. R. 8857 we 1d @asst I I [ ba. | i SS] oar 
ut i 2.10 perce fir $3,000 ear ) $162 
wid ro i ry 24 
We furthe l i 1 ( j d 
il] rl i i ] l it _ A i 
P reta } re ’ W 
Repr el i e { I | HH R WIS t. \ j 
vdditior ea ' 
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ient tax tron | Sel I ri ) I ' 
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to make i at the ( 1O39 al | ‘ \ 
have been pre ed repeated! ) ( na el : 
you ave ‘ ently e lered lovn ‘ ly : 
irguments W ( a De I Te 1 1 ted I ! 
time in the past 
Knactment of the proposal would have in’ etre =< in foreing ar xt 
of coverage in the several States S n Stat neludu t District of ¢ 
bia and Alaska as ‘‘States Dr ntlv have coverage extending to « 
one or more at any tim like H. R. 8857 l act t of H. R. 8857 ld 
have no effect on State coverage of t Stat It vi id merely mear re 
Federal taxes and more Federal reports for tl mall emplove1 Pit e St 
The theory would seem to be ut the must ur t tra rden | ause 
states have failed to cover some of t r emplovers 
len other States cover emplovers of one or more, p1 led certain additiona 
requirements are aiso met lor example the emplovment must be in 20 eeks 
Delaware Assuming that these State laws were changed to conform to H. | 
8857, their net extension of coverage would be ver nsubstantial but. neverthe 
every small emplover in the State w« 1 be required to make Federal emp rg 
reports and pay the Federal taxes, and the ns tantial emplovment now ¢€ 
cluded by the State would doubtless be foreed under Sts coverage 
Two States exclude emplovment of anv emplover who has onlv 1 or 2 emplovees 
Change of coverage bv these States to conform with H. R. 8857 would bring 
almost as manv emplovers for taxpaving and reporting as it would emplovees f 
benefit purposes. It would primarily affect persons like the lawyer and his seere 
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comix ition in the Social Security Act These ar 1) tor venue whit 
can Dé ised, among other thing to meet needs arising out mployment 
9) to eneourage the State to enact unemployment compensation laws and te ‘ 
protect those whieh do so by equalizing the competitive costs in di 3 
oO tar as emplover! contributions to unemployme! I I nds are 
cone ( . 
| I md second these objectives is sought through the impositior 
title IX of an excise tax on the pavrolls of employers with respect to employment 
most suitably covered by nemployment compensation * * * if an em tover ll 
Oo state 18 contributing to al roved unem lovment-compensatior tem 
ne ill not be at a competitive disadvantage with an employer in anotl Stat 
which has no * * * The Federal payroll tax should therefore remove the 
major reason for hesitation on the part of the States considering Ulit mployment 
compensation laws and instead should stimulate States to enact them, * * * All 





iplovers who emplov 8 or more persons within 20 or more weeks in a calendar 


year in employments covered by the act will be subject to the Federal tax 
“Tt will be recalled that this uniform Federal tax with its credit allowance is 
designed to remove any disadvantages in interstate competition from which an 
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employer might suffer in having to contribute toaS 
tion system The Federal law does not tax « 
of interstate competition involved 
It will be noted that avoiding interstat competit { DAasic 1 


for the tax. Obviously this Teaso! nas ho a Lica ) { t ma 
exempt from the tax 


In February 1934 Senator Wagner and Represi i | 
a bill which would both raise re ie and e1 rag Sta 
ment-compensation laws Chis bill atte I I 
State action by levving an excise tax of 5 percent i i 


of 10 or more 








lhe report of the Committee or conomic Sec 
security hearings, page 19 et seq., recon 
more employees for a reasonable period of time 
The conference action on the socia curity in L936 
employers of 8 or more employees was after t \"\ : Mea ( 
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This committee has stood fast over the vears on 1 i f 
Federal controls over State Lne mploy ment-compe! it 
compelling reasons have been advanced for a reversa f this pr 


We hope and expect that you will reject H. R. 8857 
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NAM beli Ve tha I ine plo ( t ¢o ( i ? , 


reliance upon the States for seie and ad [ 
grams in accordance wit! 0 s decided ¢ Ss ature I be 
tation in the development ) | ste : can be earr 1 out att State 


ict expel mentation » 3 i } ) 1 I a 
level NAM believes that any proposal w h « es direct ! 


to reased Federal cont I pio 


fi 1 n of the pre { ( ) i \\ 
I t € ne propos 1 l¢ 1 ul 
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( ! rs for ! er mpe i purp >» Ir v of t fa that 
Te Sta i. Vear Dase 1 ! ) ur t oO! nore t DVI1O ut hey 
regard period ( sal » adequately measure unemplo nt risi 
Because « i re se be ] ec f wn Le he Federal law 


! Ht. R. S85 ) ol lir i { ! : ) 
‘ i | if i | I ) 1 I | ( Loe 
j rd ' 
i ( i Le ly 
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i ( | era uriff or weit The ¢ i con 
ede ition « e unemployment « pr ‘ 
( ( i i i i Nas reyer i eac! rie 
i { ( ) prerere i i 
T } ( ( pe al ) VTA 
3 clearly re Congress rej the Moody-Dingell 
} Moe e per il } i ( i » Stale se Teserve 
| ere ! m i e preferential treat 
! | ) ! | i ( Sustall y program 
; UX employe ally accepted would 
\\ } { { 
\ 4 Lil 4 a \ | ) na 
| ( 1 i \ yur ( lar 
' ed a i tine 
| I 
| rul rere 1 ent 
| proposa , Federa yyment 
i \ eT I i t ! 
a ive f{ ederal emp ( ci 1 e approa LKe H. |] 
6537 a H. R. 6539 prefera i i H. R. 7054 
Pe - ra ed I ( emplove! i »> that 
ect ul the | I res¢ Sta practice 1 
ax v of the State unemploym« \pensation progra Id 
rie ( ed er a pre 
Tha ) | I tate I ‘ 
RAIL STE} Bar A 0 IN 
Chicago, | ff 
S Sta for the record e hearing, Tuc iv, June 8, on H. R. 8857 





GENTLEMEN: It is desired to place on the record in the above hearing, 6 points 
i oO e expa 1¢ ol ‘ I rie ( pensa n to all emplovees 
pre ) ( { re firms had le than 8 ploves 

In « on to 1 assumption that all er e4 i ive ¢ tly similar 
i ( | OMmpe Satior treatme regardl nt ¢ iploy ( a kground, 
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ES." present limitation of 
plo eT or eight or more pe i i 
pri Cit all Oo concer! ( il 
2. Present applicatio ) er ( re ¢ 
Th oO te pora seasona 
compe a rolls | i! of dout i 
} Phe ill pa;r ers i 1 ! i 
the are less than elgl love ( ! ’ } 
t. The act would | 4 ! 
el rif 
5 Chere = 0 e lence te le ¢ 
group muld see to Imjx« i ! ita 
6. The « re ba round i ‘ 
merit requirements and wit! I ( pp? i i 
racy; is primarily an attribute ilitaria 
For at lea the above rea ( 
and Means report unfavoral ‘ Ol HH QRQ57 


IMI 
\7 
Hon. Daniet A. REED, 


Ci an. House Committee on Fi 











H se Office Build 7, } ton. D. ¢ 
Dear Mr. REED: We have very earef vc 1 1. R. S88 
before vour committee, and which has for its purpe ( te 
ment of the une mplovmer! t-compensatiol ) 
We should like to briefly comment upon the roy i amename 
1602 (a) of the Internal Revenue Code, as ¢ a 
para i ( ‘ Pi 4 QQ57 
a ( ela , 
a t ( 
f ~ , ( or 
= i t i i 
1 HH eve | | QRH? 
4 i 
mining modifi -contributio ites we { be i | 
a pavre State, rates ar ete \ 
centage declines \ char ( to a | irt I 
unsound and inimical t } e inte \ | 
Mississippi should decide to yamend 1 1 i ue 1 the rey 
period under the amendment propos : R. S857 
Our suger 1 language, quoted ab I i 4 i ir? 
idea) that might be added to section 3 would, i1 ‘ 


faced by the payroll-variation States in event of e enactment of 


Certainl\ if could not poss iffect a er . f } 
laws of other States: it would be purelv enabling, or permissive, for 
take, or leave, as they might det 

Trusting that this matter may receive the earnest consideratior 
author of H .. 8857, and of vour e mittee, I a 
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Furthermore t should be sized 
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to 800,000 additional emplovers of some 3.4 n rker t t fir ‘ 


ing the education of 





rating provisions of the various State law 


Wi recognize that Mat ort l LT Col 


perience ratings and to substitute flat-rate ta i 
objective of such a flat-rate tax 1 ore ove f r 
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understand why anv group would recommend increasing this allowable dura 





to as much as 39 weeks Also, the Departrnent reports a de ng rat 
ficiaries who exhausted their benefit rights during 19538, as compared w t 
postwar high period of 1950 Further, they admit that extended periods of 
unemployment inevitably raise the question as to whether certain workers are a 
insurable risk under unemployment insurance progra! 
A number of vears ago, in 1945 to be exact, a spoke an for the hote lustr 
appeared before your committee on a subject similar to that which I am diseussing 
here today Your committee had pending befor i al e the proposal to 
ix maximum unemployment benefits at $25 a f . Derod of 6 wel 
t instance, also, we were afraid that the granting of t¢ gha le 
t benefits we ild pro eapr I l lenge ( ore 1 Rol ) y 
the then chairman of yvour committee, expr la lige of f ( 
problems in our business when he said 
I know a hotel man down near my home. I stop wit! 
I am at home and I see him run his own elevator ng up the or und 
making the fires, washing dishes, and wor | Oo \ 4 i 
day He is still working when I retire at ght, and | a & very ear riser, and, 
when I get up in the morning, he is down at work making fit He sa t 
get any help I do not k ww whetner it is deca rT a ( I ersy ver wa or 


whether thev just wo! + work 


Mr. Doughton put his finger on one phase of our problem. Hotel work is 





sometimes tedious, and requires long hours s erta parts of the ecountr 
f venerous p ) ( ( ) i oO! t 1 
ised turnover in emy ( W ( ut I 
nnecessar wid nw ( 1 artic W i 
fT at OT i I 
el t r pp I } ite 
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\ rot ould ar is a re I e redu 1 Tax Da 1 exper 
ra \\ uximul ) f ire p ) ( 1O e of a large fil 
eXD rat | r = {T« d: her tax doe t go ! Wher 
iD i ' ny 2 rm find nect iry to lay off 50 percen 
( { rience rating could be quite drastic ’} 
i i ( plover Ire ent kt able pay paying a rate 
I i ( irger ¢ lover: I fact lI ome State 1 public accou ul 
ed an a l ( ( » perce! ol Is payre i i re ult ol 
i I re VO Loc Sta VW ( ( ive ites rul , 
} per t for emy ers o | infave e emp ( expel ( 
\ it above } nv 1 \ 4 i ( ee Tore would 
| a i vundida ) if I - 
A ‘ eda ¢ « bye ¢ ( ha itter ¢ jeter g whetne!r 
an 7 ibjected to an unemployment compensatio 
i ( to he State It con! kK \ l t ASK \ re the 
{ ur Federal ) ( t he VTA stos ) We have heard proposals 
i Federal G er ( bye unted authority yestab Lo! il im 
Che members this « know at th vas no purpose of 
reated ompe ition s ( howe H. R 
S857 pi abli i da re precedent for actor 
| ea ) e thousa 1 i DUSLIV el Who we serve 
( roe f 0 col 1 L11mMo inbearable burd h enterprisi 
| ils bea The small-bu an is practically stifled by taxes fror 
| i Stat i 1 Federal Government , not to mention the re radi ping chores 
1d 1 ul Nh \W is professional é ‘ nm the i 
Ser t at. for i t - a well be ( ra that brea! 
the ’ 1 
STATI JoHn WILLIAMSOD SECRETARY-COUNSI REALTOR 
\\ I ON COMMI E, NATIONAL ASSOCIATIO rR) ks BOARDS 
June 1 195 
Ny ( LIT Aa and 1m mbers of the committe m name is John ¢ Wi L1LAIMNSO!I 
secretarv-counsel of the Realtor Washington Committee of the National Asso 
ciation of Real Estate Boards Our association consists of more than 1,100 local 
real-estate boards and more than 52,000 realtors, representing in the aggregate 
appl mate 300,000 individuals engaged in the real-estate busines 
M } I el € Y er¢ Ss to olce the oF pe Siti of our associatic to t it 
part of t H. R. 8857 whic extend the Federa nen ment tax to 
¢ of « ore { juals | ier resent law o mployers of 
els t re ect to the ict 
Phe I the Nat il As it of Rea IS ¢ this subject 
ha e¢ eiterated over several past « entior iti Che most 
rec t pr yunceE t of this p took plac ui convention at 
Mia i Bea November 1952 It is Tol Ss 
Wi end that t est ‘ em] ment compensat taxes shall 
e left the disc t of the lua! State ire a n to igre 
a ent 
\ sty i ( the average realtor ¢ 10 less tha 
s ( 1 eal-estat¢ ( ( perat ( 1 comn n basis, and 
t ( Lb Cle 11 CA cit e are ut i con ( er the implications of 
( t 1 super rv Kede tandard and a Federal tax over a 
> ( ete i ii the State neerned We acre 
t ( ( i realtor \ OT it i fTic wit | I 
2 many States have preferred to exclude from State unem 
pio ( pe it taxes 
| | S emplovees f1 he Fede 
I ( beea 0 lividual States the 
o t Obvio ( eogra cal istrial f 
I , rea l State e ¢ ( of 1 or mo 
V find ‘ f point at 4 ( 6 or mor ete Under 
t ‘ | >) ( ( ‘otal ive led ce i ( empiovers 
! re pi 12 er Sta nave ( 1 ‘ e! ( » employers of 
‘ t) ¢ 
| » States ore than 70 perec rf emplovees presently cov- 
| Sta ( ) ( compensation laws, and their br x coverage 
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sound « and it is extremelv doubtf at 
basic law with the widespread coverage « 
approach to this subject was directed at 
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was equally justified 20 years ago Vet 


that such an extension was beyond the sco 
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We respectfully submit that not <« is a 
extension of the Federal unemployment ta 
other hand, the States have proven themselve 
held 

We roe there fore. that the eoml Pe T 
coverage to employers of one or more persons 
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The National Consumers League and its Stat 
an interest in all phases of social securit gis 
sented on the Acvisory Council to the Con t 
bv President Roosevelt in 1934 As as 192 
ment insurance; we worked { t 
supported all improvement i 

In 1931 our organizatio QO | red 1 
bi the Ohio Legislature In 1932 ] ( 
Cc MISSiO m Unemp me t | 
to a legislative resolut Phe 
ment insurance and recom? led the 
the Ohio Legislature More recent I 
the Federal Advisory C f ft B f 
United States Department of Lal 
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Inder ea | the recommendatilor ot the joint committee on tne Keonomie 
Report Che report emphasizes the following needs: increasing maximum benefits, 
extending the duration of benefits, widening the coverage The report does not 
refer to another issue which seems to us of great importance, namely, the severe 
disqualifications which have been in« rporated in many State laws and which 
seriou hamper their usefulness I should like to discuss each of these issues 


Your committee has before you the data regarding the maximum benefits now 


in effect in the different States It is important to realize that because of the 
failure to keep pace with wage levels and living standards, most laws are now less 
adequate han when they were first adopted It is estimated that now only 
about a quarter of the wage loss of covered workers suffering from unemployment 
is met by unemployme compensatio 

Emplover ec ributions have been reduced e m tax rate of 
2.7 percent of covered total tax payrolls to a1 rate n 1.5 percent 





W hile emplover cor tribu- 
us being reduced by two-thirds, average weekly benefits have de- 


average weekly wages in covered employment in 1938 





on a tax base restricted to the first $3,000 of 




















i i PK of such wages 1n 1953, al d the proportio! ol workers whose benefits 
lepressed by benefit ceilings rose from less than one-fourth to more than 
one-half of the compe! ated CK of total employment during those 15 vears. 
A number of States have reduced empiover contributions below 1 percent of 
pavr irg DV maintaining ver ow benefit cell in ter s of their average 
we eal s Che benefit provisions of State i shou De improved by 
raising benefit ceilings to a standard met by practically all States when their laws 
were first enacted in the 1930’s, namely, at least two-thirds of average weekly 
wa 
D tio henef should be extended 
Che duration of benefits in the State laws is a ‘“‘erazy quilt.” As the President’s 
rep ) it, less than half e States provide for a ma im duration of 
26 wee and ( vy 4 States does this potential maximum apply to all those 
"\ ive met the minimum qualifications for benefits In anu ber of States, 
t} tential period for receiving benefits is reduced to only 5 or 6 weeks by the 
opera ot a ratio formula We believe that the duration of benefits should be 
mad form for at least 26 weeks for all eligible claimants 
( hy ler 
1 ipp i ) i ( ( ) re \ 
State ea ) 
( é l¢ he i 1 t \\ i , 
] ( 1 3 | idd ( ea ) 1 
( i 152 | \d i 
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Congress should set standa 


We note that the ] econo}! Rar t of Py 
coverage by Federal act, but depends for prove f benef 


on State action. During tl eal } i I ive heer . S | 


spite of strong recommenda S i thre I the adr 
two have made ar I! 
Unemployment insurance is a Fede1 st ( lt based O 
tax power Congress has the right 1 t st | ‘ | 
States in return for the i Tset ‘ W eleve that ¢ gress i 
should set standards for Li 1 for f 4 
therefore commend these pre f | ind so 9430 
One of the original reasons for adopt Fed s 
that if each State acted independent e differ 
certain competitive disadva gf eLw rn the lust f different S 


Great discrepancies have ce ved dur > vears that they has 
operation, which can be corrected ¢ t lopt Feder tandards 
An even more important reasor 1 action \ the need for 


in this period of high unemplovment, t nemplovment com st 


serves its twofold air to p ‘ ( ‘ 4 enanes iw 
and to assist in stabilizing supporting the econ It ot is 


present benefit scales ar ‘ Foo f : ‘2 ta: 
It should be obvious also that the purty 4 at +) ice 

program in cushioning the shoc of ( lovment and i erving 
evclical device cannot be achieved ss benefits are increased sub enkin aad 
made available to more worke We urse favora ‘deration of H. R. 9430. 


Hon. DANIEL REE 
Chairman. Committee on Wa ind Means 


House of Representative MW ito dD. ¢ 


DEAR Mr. REED: Our organizatior th a paid up membership of er 4,500 
poultry hatcherymen and | lers, produc about 75 to 80 peré t of 
chicks and poults 
with respect to H. R. 8857 

The American Poult: und Hate ederat nNoOse that sect f 
H. R. 8857 which would extend the Federa nempl ent tax t ate 


raised 1 t - utile es th LKé e f 


not located on or operated inetion thaf 

Historically, the hatehi und sale of da | ' t sienna 1 | 
stock has been adjudged 1 a | wet that 
Is performed in one loes ' t alte , ¢ al cl 


teristic The methods emy ’ et t he 
the country 

The average hatche it ( ted far 
Every hatchery ol} { t . I 
instances where t ( 
health and improve 
The trend, however, is t 1 hat 1 f] 
ling quali 


Lt t hye na x} re ‘ Tn. ‘ ‘ | ‘ f 
n ) ‘ i ‘ irl 





operated hatchert und ! 1 ests ( eral eon oO! 
resulted in the ad ra I lef i ‘ 
been writte 1 I ! 

siderable d 


qualifies in the area a fa | ( Lid na } ’ ( 


aman might raise 301 Fnitar Reve e < 
would look upon tl a 

Th present ®& 9 Ser \ . IT D ' 
or in co eth f | 
agricultural n nat \ 

The same set 
located on or off the farm 

The average bre ler-hat ra t tegr 1 | 
It is diffienlt lets 7 : Lor ro 1, ‘ ao t 1 the 
nonagricultural categor 
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FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1954 


1 
Che CHan ihe com Ll¢ i oO 
Mr Let Ou Wiil 

Which \ lL appeal LO! hy rece j } 


STATEMENT OF JOHN C. er GENERAL MANAGER OF THE 
MICHIGAN MANUFACTURERS SOCIATION, REPRESENTING 
THE CONFERENCE OF STA spr FACTURERS ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. MeCurry. My name is John ¢ \ieCurt | no 
er of the Michigan Manufacturers Association, Detroit i 


Thisaheae 


. . 4 | | 1 \ . { 
am appearing here today on behali of the Michigan Manutfactu 5 
Association and the Conference of State Manufacturers Assoc 
} 7 ] ; i . ‘ ] ; 
which organization includes the followin itewide mi: 's 


avssociatlions 


Associated Indust Alabama: Associated Indus es ol A 


sas, Inc.; ( Cablatvin eee rs A LUTION \iat Liz l] \ 
ciation of ¢ ‘olorado Manataemrers \ssociatio of Connecticut Ini 
Association Industries of Ilorid ; [llinois Na iacturers Association 
Indiana Manufacturers Association; Iowa Manufacturers Associa 
tion; Associated Industries of Kentucky; Lou ina Ma 


Association; Associated Industrie of Man Associated [y tries 


of Massachusetts; Michigan Man tact ( \s elation MM CSO 


Kmplove rs As ociation; Associated | Wu : f Nlissourt Assoc 
Industries of Nebraska: New Hamps!l e Manufact rs Assov Li 
New Jersev Manufacturers Association: Ohio Manufacturers A 
ciation; Associated Industries of Oklahoma; ¢ ! 1 Empire hi 
tries, In Oregon): Pennsylvania Ma ( \ssociatior \ 
ciated Industries of Rhode Island: Te e MM; lac rel \ l 


enness nu { : ) 
tion; Texas Manufacturers Associatio1 Utah Manufacturers Asso 
ciation; Associated Industries of Vermo Virginia Ma ! irers 
Association: West Virginia Manufacturers (Association: and \ SCO! n 
Manufacturers Association 

The number of companies represented by the Conference of Stat 
Manufac urers Associations Is morte han 52,00 

My testimony today will deal with H. R. 8857, H. R. 6537 H. R 


6539, H. R. 7054, and H. R. 8585 All of the associations for whom 
I am appearing are extremely Interested bevery aspect oO nemployv- 


"4 
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ment compensation. However, they have agreed to consolidate their 
testimony in the interest of conserving the time of your committee, 
and they are grateful for this opportunity to express their views. 
First, | would like to comment upon the extension of coverage of 
the Federal Unemployment Act contemplated by H. R. 8857. 
We believe that this bill must be considered in the proper setting. 
This requires that we give some attention to the situation when the 


original Social Security Act was passed in 1935. In the early 1930’s 
this country was faced with widespread mass unemployment, particu- 
larly in mass production industries. The Congress of the [ nited 
States as wellas the State legislatures were seeking means of alleviating 


this unemployment, and after a good many vears of more or less aca- 
demic debate the legislatures had begun to enact unemployment 


compensation laws. 
By 1935, five State legislatures had passed unemplovment com- 
pensation acts There can be little doubt that, without any Federal 
lecislation, most States would have had such laws within a few vears 
The development would probably have been similar to that which 
has taken place throughout the United States in workmen’s com- 
pe nsation. 

But there was an earnest desire on the part of the Congress to speed 
this movement by enacting Federal legislation, 

Your committee issued its original report on the first social security 
billon April 5, 1935. In that report—Report No. 613, 74th ¢ ‘ongress., 
Ist session—the committee stated that 


lhe failure of the States to enact unemployment insurance laws is due largely 
e fact that to do so would handicap their industries in competition with the 

1 tries of other States 
States have been unwilling to place this extra financial burden upon their 
l \ form nationwide tax upon industry, thus removing the principal 
obstaclk the way of unemployment insurance, is necessary before the States 


The Senate Finance Committee on the same point reported: 


a fe undards which are necessary to render certain that the State 
ent compensation laws are ge line unemployment Compensation acts 
( acts, the State are leit Tree to set up art inemplovment 
tem they h without dictation from Washington 
The original Federal law has unquestionably accomplished the 
purpose for which it was intended Qui kly after the enactment of 
that legislation, all States without unemployment compensation 
aws enaeted such measures. All States have such laws on the statute 
bool today, and these are “genuine unemployment compensation 
nd not “merely relief acts.” 
| Congress wisely left to the States wide latitude for experi- 
entation, adjustment, and revision of their laws. Every student of 
i ment compensation knows that over the vears these laws 
hay n repeatedly amended to meet changing conditions and that 
| versal trend has been toward liberalization of benefits and 
ension of coverage. It is our position that within the frame- 
) nally set up by Congress, the States are perfectly competent 


ecording to their own circumstances and wishes, not only 


he level of taxes that need be imposed in order to support their 
roms but the level of benefits to be established and the extent of 
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There are a few areas in which we believe additional Federal leeis- 
lation is necessary. In particular, we feel that the States should have 
a great deal more latitude in administering their laws 

In other Federal-State cooperative programs, ordinarily the Federal 
Government pays half of the cost. Under the original employment- 
security program the Federal Government, under the Wagner-Pevse1 
Employment Service Act, paid part of the cost of operating emplo 
ment services and all the cost of administering employment benefits 

Since the federalization of the Employment Service during Work 
War II and the return of the service to the States, 1 
ernment has adopted the practice of supplying all funds through 
unemployment compensation grants on a 100-percent basis and 
matching grant under the Wagner-Peyser Employment Act has been 
discontinued. 

Thus the State programs have become wholly dependent upon 
Federal grants for administrative funds. In many cases these restri¢ 
tions have prevented improvement of State systems. For exampk 
there are a number of States in which the State administrations feel 
that more forceful fraud investigation and better enforcement of the 
laws is necessary—but it has been impossible to do this because of 
lack of sufficient money under Federal grants 

We favor the utmost economy in Federal appropriations and expend 
itures but in light of the fact that this system has been more than 
supported by special employer taxes designed for this particular pur- 
pose, we feel that in many cases the appropriations for State grants 
should be higher. 

We believe, further, that the State legislatures should bear at least 
part of the responsibility for financing the program and for that 
reason we have given strong support to the bill, H. R. 5173, pre- 
viously reported by this committee and passed by the House of 
Representatives. 

The foregoing observations bear directly upon the bill, H. R. 8857, 
which is now before you 

The most important provision of this bill is the extension of the 
Federal unemployment tax to employers employing one or mo 
people at any time 

Obviously the purpose of this proposal is not to raise additional 


he Federal Gov 


revenue, but to induce almost to compel State Isia es ( 
extend State unemployment-compensation laws to the ver Sin: 
emplovers. 

By passing that measure the Federal Gov ment would unc ‘ 
to make for the States a decision that has hitherto been left 
discretion—to make the decision as to what emplovet and empt 
should be cove red by their unemploy ment com! sHtIO! ‘ iy 
our opinion the State legislatures are perfectly con ent to ma 


decision for themselves. 
The trend has been toward broader coverac’ 
The problem approached by this bill involves administration 


expenses, expediency, and need—but even more, it involves the whol 
question of Federal versus State responsibil 

In the original bill reported by your comn it tec ry I! Coy 
was limited to emplovers of 10 or more. ‘The Senate Finance Com- 
mittee recommended coverage of emplovers or lo or rn hi 


firure Was finally compromised at eight or mor 


t8OS8—54——-14 
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The exact igure agreed pon at that time possibly Thence little 
flere as tar as the basic obrective was cones rned., but to have 


red the States to levv a tax on every last emplovet of one or 


re at any time would have imposed wn administrative burden 


far out of balance with the benefits to have been derived from such 
extension 

We believe the same is true in some States today The bill before 

) vould require every State to find everyone who employs a single 


! aia nh anv occupation not exempt from the law and to levy 
' 


on that emplovel! even though thre individual pe emploved 


v 1 weel | dav, or 1 hour 
Such a law would be practically unenforceable and would invite 
rr) State as well as Federal taxes, 
. bly these administrative difficulties apply also in. Federal 
Old and survivors” msuranes mut here there are some com 
1 ne reasons for this broad extension The old-age Svstem seeks 
o build a lifetime employment record upon which old-age pensions 


sre based: ind therefore there IS more reason from the standpoint of 


lividual to seek to cover his whole lifetime record of earnings 

nemployment compensation, on the other hand, is essentially 

mporary It seeks to compensate people lor temporary unemploy- 
ment and benefits are based upon very brief work period 


Furthermore, unemployment compensation is especially designed 


x people who are genuinely attached, as emplovers or emplovees, to 
he job market A storekeeper with no regular employees, who may 
TN) SHtburdayv Morning ask al boy with a bike Lo deliver some mer- 


handise to Mrs. Jones around the corner does not thereby became a 
factor in the larbor market Nor is there any practical reason. for 
thereupon starting an unemployment compensation account for the 
leliverv boy 
\t what point this merchant become areal factor in the job market, 
ther it is when he has emploved the delivery boy every Saturday 
) 


for 20 weeks, or Whether it is when he has 2 employees, 4 employees or 


I 


% ¢ mplove es, is a matter of judgment wh ch ean best be exercised by 


Sta legisiatures 

[ to the pres nt time 29 States have extended coverage to em- 
plovers of less than 8; of these 17 States have extended coverage to 
emplovers of lL or more But only five of the latter have extended 


overage to °"¢ mplovers of one or more at any time 
| loubt that with the funds available the administrators 


of the laws of these five States have been able to enforce this tax 
wainst all of the countless temporary emplovers who are legally 
sub] to it 

This extension goes back to two major points that I have made in 
my previous remarks First I referred to the purpose of the tax 
offset features of the original act, and I called your attention to the 
fact that in this law the Congress primarily was seeking to eliminate 


he argument of interstate competitive disadvantage as an obstacle 
oO initial passage of State laws 


| there anv evidence before you at the present time to indicate 


that the reason some States are reluctant to extend this tax to em- 
plovers of less than eight is that they fear interstate competition 
wainst these small employers or that they feel that these small 








einployers might move from one State to another to avoid a 
tax? 

I doubt it In effeet the feature of interstate competlitiol is 
removed the minute Congress passed H. R. 7260 Yoo nterst 
competition has not been a factor since that r 

The second point | Vi sh) oO MAK is 1 1} tates Lr’ 
seriously restricted in their administration of unemplovmer 
pensation laws by the limitations placed herr administ 


funds. 
H R 517 th Reed bill Wwhicl has i) | 1] »\ rs a vo ( ry 


mittee and passed D\ t | » Ho ise an snow Clo tne senate il 





Committee, would partially corres his ition by returt 

the States part of the surplus collections from ederal unemplo 
ment tax and by permitting Sta legislatures appropriat 

part of these funds for administrative « 

But | reat tha I Vou VO | Da tl ’ | | to 
bring into its program th SInall emptiovers who have ony tron 
employees, the additional administrati Durden upon som o 
agencies would be so heavy that the Congress would find 
pelled to make tar greater administrat! Tra to the State 
the result that there w id be little 1f anv money left fror he k 
employment tax for distribution to th States under the Ree 
In fact it is doubtful that there vould evel ndequat Wl 5 tO 
build up th rer I nplor nent Cee 0 Yt whieh ) 
proposed that the Ke leral Groverhnment ma dvaneces to the S tes 
to protect the solvency of their unemployv1 ! Ompensallon svs 

The Congress, 1n eff et, toreed the immediate extension o 
ployment compensation systems to all States b the original a Ol 
1935 It gave the States solveney protection through establis! 


he George loan fund during and after World War II 


of t y 


This committee has approved leoislation thi hy ds bill 


would make solveney protection permanent and would return the 
surplus Federal tax collections to the States where this money belo 
We feel that with the enactment of the Reed bill the Coneress w 
have met its full responsibility in unemployment compensatiot 
least for the present. 

The State legislatures are not ignorant rf thre Inemplovi 
compensation problem Thev have had near Z ars OF expe! 
in dealing with it They are far clos oO the ture in tl ! eng 


tive States than is the average \lembe OL 4 neress or any | eral 
agency. I doubt that any session of anv State | lature rO 1) 


in which the members of that State legislatu: o not have to ma 


a study of some phase of unemp! ment col isatiol Ihe | 
the administrators of the various State laws a thre experts on LIS 
subject. 

Kach of these legislatures is cog! unt of the covera probl n Ol 
ts own state and thes coveragt problems Vary videly | 
administrator of the unemplovn ent yMpensation law of an industrial 
State may have more emplovers located in one build han all of 
the emplovees in many rural communiti 

It is unnecessary and unwise to forces ) hese Otates Il a 
common mold 

In these remarks | bave not elerred to the equitv Invoived 1 


, 1} } | | ] l 
coverage of small emplove rs and th employees i beheve there 1 
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question of equity here. It may be unfair to tax an employer of 8 
and not tax his neighbor who has only 7 employees. It may be unfair 
to provide unemployment compensation to the employee of a large 
emplovet and not to the emplovee of a smaller emplover. I am not 
speaking of the question of extension of this program ; I am objecting 
seriously to the proposal for further Federal dictation of State policies 

There are other provisions of H. R. 8857 to which the association 
| represent also objects and for similar reasons. 

There are substantial differences from State to State in the occupa- 
tional coverage of the unemplovment compensation laws. Some 
States have found it advisable to cover or to exempt certain types of 
agricultural processors, loggers, and others that might be called rural 
occupations. These decisions as to the coverage of State laws have 
been made by the State legislatures elected by the people of their 
respective States. So why should we question their decisions at the 
national level? 

Our group is expressing no position as to what the various States 
should do about bringing the agricultural processors referred to in this 
bill under the State unemployment compensation laws. 

We do object again to legislation by Congress in what we conceive 
to be a field of State responsibility 

H. R. 8857 would permit the States to give reduced rates to new 
emplovers on the basis of 1 vear’s employment experience instead of 
the 3 vears now required 

In a general way, we favor this relaxation of Federal requirements 
solely for the same reason that we have opposed the other provisions 
of H. R. 8857—beecause it is in the direction of giving the States more 
latitude in State legislation. If the Congress should enact this provi- 
sion | have not the faintest idea whether any States would take advan- 
tage of it or not. 

At the present time, because of the technicalities of State laws, as 
many as ford years elapse before a new emplover can become eligible 
for experience rating. The Federal law does pot now require such a 
long period. Yet the States have not taken advantage of the latitude 
oiven by the present Federal act in order to shorten this p ‘riod 

It has often been said that new employers suffer a competitive dis- 
advantage because they have to pay a higher unemployment compen- 
sation tax than old emplovers do. This is because after a time old 
employers with a favorable employment experience are given the 
advantage of reduced rates 

Hlowever, we should not overlook the fact that every old employe: 
in a State has once upon a time paid higher tax rates and has thus in 
effect: previously contributed his share of the unemployment fund 
which is held in reserve for the benefit of the unemploved 

\etually in State laws using reserve percentage principle, the pro- 
posed amondment will only change the timing of an employer's tax 
payments. Over a relatively short period of vears the amount paid 
by a new employer will amount to the same amount under the present 
plan as under the shortened plan proposed in the bill 

Furthermore, in comparing the new emplovers’ tax rate with the 
old emplovers’ tax rate we are dealing strictly with averag There 


( 
are many old emplovers in the United States still paving 2.7 percent 


= 
-é 


of pavrolls for unemployment compensation; there are many paying 
3.6 percent and even 4 percent 











UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 2O5 


The States, exercising the discretion given them by Congress have 
adopted a side variety of taxing plans anc some States have seen fit 
to levy taxes substantially higher than the Federal tax 

The purpose of the additional credit provision has been to carry out 
one of the primary purposes of the original unemployment compens 
tion laws, which was expressed by the Senate Finance Committ 


e¢ in 

its report of May 13, 1935 At that time the committee added to th 
bill the provision under which States are permitted to establish 
experience-rating plans for the purpose of employment stabilization 

The CHarrMan. I am wondering if you would be willing to sub 
the rest of your paper for the record 

Mr. McCurry. Yes 

The CuartrMan. 1 would like to get all th esses taken care of 
this morning 

Mr. McCurry. Yes 

The CHatrMan. | appreciate it very much. I notice that the next 


gentleman who appears has a statement practically as | 


I want to be fair with all the witnesses, and we do have to leave he 
Mr. McCurry. I understand 
The CuarrmMan. Thank you so much. Without objection on the 
part of the committee we will submit the rest of the statement for th 


record. 
The statement referred to follows 
STATEMENT OF JOHN ( McCurry, GENEI M , M 


FACTURERS ASSOCIATION REPRI ENTIN( LHI LONI ENCE OF ®S NI 
FACTURERS ASSOCIATIO? 


The S ite Fina ( I { aid | j 
e amended, the State l a ed ( 
ot une! ple ment-« ! i iv 
Referring to } \ 
td ible t pe sta eC ( 
that 1 Federa i 1 } 
S 
, Ih} i I i 
D 
Le t i 
] 
! a 
1 i p l \ 
' 
| 
is I } 
' 1 
i 
, aX 
¥ 
Hy 
I 
{ 
~ 
I 
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I 
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i i I { 
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p ) pT oO the i to peopl I ive ed 
| r ¢ ( I I i re es ul I mie } its 
a ( [ rece ly ( 4 circu 
\ posed bringing Federal emy ees under District of Columbia 
‘ ( H. R. 705 
ud pro b Se] ( ( f bene hroughou United 
S ’ had eir employme erien } ( 
} ( ¢ ~ 1 ‘ hel fit ) 1 me ecessal } bys ry 
i i led | Sta LV 1 mn ne irliv | VOI thal hat pro 
State law—t lifferent 
( Og reas App g tw ( of | ( the { 
a () uy el the sa Sta 
4 1 : \ t pr ie oTo ta 
| | PLO i 11 
é i i I { 1 tl I leral Go 
( i 1 pl atu ployment created | Federal actio i 
1 of he 1 Treasu at therefore tt Federal Gover el 
\ ppleme inemplovment benefit This resulted ( 
1 ! rye f ( ntrover ot it PAT 
‘ e 1942 si r propo ha Dee iade time after time These proposa 
ur used apparen Oo O primary assumptions 
| i { Federal Gover ! hould assume responsidilit il ul S( 
\ Federa ( 1 } respo iby for pl Lu oO fts w ech re 
ison, be ( ( ‘ ompensatio ha ( \ ( 
‘ for other rea 
\\ 1 ree W tl Hott } thie { pre! ft ner le yvIne! t Is CH ised ry be | VeT 
I re i uC ithe of Federal, State und local 
1 a a ¢ ec? iA Cv qgitio = Liit ling 1c jud lit 
i D id fir wid catastrophe wid ling tl 
i f other cause One « e earli basic pl ple re 
t il ady t ol resent une! ompensatle vste 
np ( pla d fro lnctry to indust 
CINPLON pe LLIO! illocated o he basi tT rel 
i iit ! i rf emy ent vith the industri \ ( ( 
pl wd i Hea! omewhat mor i the cost 1 vie 
( r ul d wit! h oppor ty \ to ea employe 
! ( ple I ( pensatior i ost Dv ache ! f test 
1) : if emp ‘ } wn bu esc | nle led 
| T Dia lI ( pDiIoVvNn nit p atic 
| 1 j i ‘ é » et ec liyct try ome teryt 
( ny ent hese lusty The Federa 
( i i | i 1a la i f ( f , 
f ; maid t l ( eal 
1 i ire it eS « 
t j ! i \ { ¢ 
\\ wha ‘ If ( 
(; ( rie ’ ( ( | le 
i { ed \ i j 
‘ i 1a i } 
: 2 Y . } A 
‘ 1 Y , Oo ‘ 
al 
| re ( liffers p Ci] f ry 7 
i ( I I r VeRT 
I | I ) ittes ( Dor t 1 ( 
t ) oO I ents fe ) e Stal 
| ( Cs] We are opposec O€a I ul stem 


lhe CHAIRMAN Are there any questions? Tl 


We thank vou very much 
Mir. McCurry. Thank vou, sir, very much 
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The CHarrMan. The next witness is M Charles S. Mad 
assistant director, legal department Het Powder Co 
Wilmington, Del., representing tl yu ft State Chambs 
Commerce. We will be very glad to h our stat 


Maddock 
Mr. Mason. Could not these witnesses 
their testimony and then have the rest placed in the reeord? 
The CHatrMan. Thev could. but I do not want them to fi 
am trving to foreclose them | know we have such ¢ 
load before us. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES S. MADDOCK, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 
LEGAL DEPARTMENT, HERCULES POWDER CO., INC., WILMING- 
TON, DEL., REPRESENTING THE COUNCIL OF STATE CHAMBERS 
OF COMMERCE 


Mr Mappock. I hav: timed my remarks nd they cor 
under 10 minutes, if that is satisfactory with t airman 

The CHatrMan. You go right ahead 

Mr. Mappock. Mr. Chairman and members of the committ 


name is Charles S. Maddock. I am an attor e and my hom 
Newark, Del. lama member of the social security committee of the 
Council of State Chambers of Commerce. The principles expressed 


in this statement have been endorsed Ly the State chambers of con 
merce of 27 States A list of the State chambers that have authorized 
this statement in their behalf is attached as appendix A 

My remarks are concerned with H. R. 8857, which contains | 
basic proposals: 

y To extend coverage under the Fede re 1 Une my] lovm rit Tax \ 
to any employer who at any time pays wages for employn 
respect to one or more individuals; 

2. To permit any State to extend experience-rating rates to 
employers if they have had at least 1 vear of coverage under the St 
law; 


= 


3. To amend the definition “agricultural labor in the Fede 
Unemployment Tax Act so that it is the same definition as is contan 
in the Federal Insurance Contributions Act 

1. To eliminate the privilege of paying thi 
tax in quarterly installments 

The organizations for whom I speak are opposed to the prov 
of the bill which reflect items 1 and 3, because they represent at 


on the part of the Federal Government to impose upon the St 
Federal] philosophy of um mploym«e nt compensation 


should be left to the States 1 should hk to ma it cles 
comments are not directed LO aN OpPpositiol to the pi neiples emb ( ( 
in these points. We are, however, opposed to 1 accomplishn 
of these objectives through Federal action rather than leavin to the 
individual State legislatures the determination of whether or 1 
either, or both, of these provisions, or any other similar pre 


suitable for the individual State law under the peculiar « 
existing in the several States 


Our opposition, tl erefore Is not to the substance of he propos 
changes, but rather to the philosophy which permits the Federal Ge 


ernment either to coerce or induce the various States to adopt! 
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employment compensation policies which fit the Federal will, rather 
than leaving to the States the determination of coverage under their 
own laws 

It is interesting to note that the experience-rating provisions of 
H. R. 8857 recognize the Importance of leay ing to the States the deter- 
mination of their unemplovment-compensation policy. This is a per- 
missive provision rather than a requirement that the States take a 
federally dictated action as is true in the case of extension of coverage 
to one or more, and in the changed definition of “aoricultural labor.’”’ 

We feel that the question of coverage of the various State unem- 
ployment-compensation laws should be left to the States and not 
imposed upon the States by the Federal Government for various 
reasons 

1. The citizens of our various States, rightly or wrongly, hold dif 
ferent philosophies and views regarding the purpose and desirable 
aspects of these unemployment-compensation laws and the extent to 
which coverage should eXIst We believe that the local state legisla 
tive units, being closer to the actual community problems and the 
employment pattern of then states, are ina better position than the 
Federal Congress to determine the extent to which coverage should 
apply in the individual States 

There are a great many variations in the coverage aspects of the 
various State laws with respect to the number of employees that an 
employer must have before coverage attaches. This question of cov- 
erage has been left reasonably open for the States themselves to 
determine since the passage of the original Federal law in 1935 

Operating under the basic Federal law the various States have felt 
their own way through the problem and, presumably on the basis of 
considered judgment, the State legislators have arrived at their own 
ideas as to what coverage should be in their own States 

Kor example, although 23 jurisdictions require 8 or more employees, 
some jurisdictions specily 6, some 4, some 5, 15 States l,and 1 State 2; 


other jurisdictions do not specify any specific number of employees 
1 4 ° . s p ! 4 1 
Dut ado have il requir Ment as to a minthnhum, annual or quarterly 
payroll; im sol . the number of required workers Varies depending 
} mo 
upon 2 quarterly or yearly pavroll. There are also variations in the 
\ } oy 
ol employment required In short, there are wide difference 
P 1 
l equirements for coverage under the State laws designed to 
] ‘ 
| ) ula 2) ob] ii) l th IOUS SCALE 
Declawa : t hie propos ad provisio! ol I] R S857 pro | 
Ole rv omore md viduals is in effect, 1 tha Is employ- 
\ H] WW 1) Dela } ao not tiie i | 
) nour State make s ha provision desi | that 
I ca j 
| pro on hol j Wnpo dob i' rat law upon oth 
Sta ( ray ma ) tirely dif it In Dela \ W 
’ ' 1 
ei { i ( ) od n W oul rest re Des 
1 1 
\ i ana ‘ » {| rig of oth tates tO make 
1 1 1 
| ( 1O | mselye 
2 | ) { ] | pre bley da bett I 1y| to 
| (} ‘ ‘ ‘* 
‘ v¢ nor ailteren . factual sit lations that mav exist in 
‘ j { { ; ‘| { mr} 
| ist those tha st in other Stat These les 
tors at wiso na position to refleet mor aceura ly and implement 


1) roamnpt! he will of t] f the Stat +] = 
more promptly the will of the citizens of the State on the very personal 
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aspects Of unemployment as Carried lorward \ IneMplovi 


Compensation law. 


2 The existing law leaving t th States ( aeterniilni: ( Ol 
coverage, has been in effect for al ) a) : Wi no , 
pressing national need Tol ehatr re am ( ti 0 Choe oO 
evidence to indicate that the Stat a ncom pe nt to handle I 
matter as they have un he past through \adividdual & ( 

3. The administration spe aking through the P nt, has a 
on several occasions the lmportane ol tl red ( 
divorcing itself from those activiti whiel in be handled mot 
properly Ol effectively 1\ th states i! h 5s budget Messace 


livered in January of thi Vvear, Ube Presid | ‘ 
within which there was to be a shift from Federal to State ane 


control, and concluded that Dart Ol his MesSsuw’t \ th th ( Wo 
“In those cases where Federal participation is necessary, the effo 
of this administration is to develop partnerships rather thar 


exclusive and often paternalistic position of the Federal Governmet 
We suggest that the Federal-State partnership n tl 


I I Hew 


ove forward more smoothly and be of greater benefit to all ( 


people if the Federal partnel leaves greater, rather than less, free 
of action to the State partnel 

We have an oppor Init to utilize the 51 WUrIsdiction unde! LIS 
law as 51 separate workshops wherein we may experiment witl 
different ideas. If the experiment is a success, others, if they choos 
can obtain the benefit of the experiment. If it is a failure, only tl 
workshop conducting the experiment suffers. 

If we handle our unemployment compensation policies on a Fe« 
basis, we lose completely the opportunity for 51 workshop Tn the 
place we have 1, and if the experiment is a failure, all 51 jurisdiction 
suffer. We strongly urge, therefore, that any change that 
the law be Ih the direction Of giving to the States greate 
less, freedom of action in this fie] 1, which is of eat mLpo l 
of the citizens of the I nited States 

\s to section 2 of the bill—we view the change in the « 
“soricultural labor’ in the same light as the proposed extens 
agve—a mandatory requirement by the Fed al Governme! 
than a determination by the State as to the ext of cov 
the State law We, ther ‘fore, Oppes this char 

Section 3 of the bill hich authorizes the States yeXtend expe ( 
rating rates to new employe rs after thev have ha at le: 
coverage under the State law Is a permissl\ Provision ana Not a 
datory requirement imposed by the Federal Government on tl 
states This ProvISLOL Is, therefore, not o yyect onable as an \ 


of State discretion, for the reasons that I have previo isly mentio 


; ‘ ; ; 
However. there would appear to be mor nvolved than simp! 


widening of the zone of State discretion May | initially point o 

than an overwhelming number of States have seen fit, in the frat g 
of their unemployment compensation laws, to provide for longe1 
qualifying periods than the 3-year minimum requirement in the exist- 
ing Federal act. Practically all State laws re quire an initia] qualify Ing 
period of from 4 to 5% vears They consider this as necessary to 


properly evaluate an emplover’s risk with unemployment 
The only sound basis for the Federal Government permitting a 
taxpayer under the Federal Act to take a credit against his Federal 
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) Deriel { ne st { laws s that he tax 
( "i ! mn of the employer’s ability to 

I : 
Wi riously do tth he propos to substitute a 1-year minimum 
requirement co utes a sufficient base for judging wn 
| ith unemplovment This is particularly true with 
) ») new-starting ployers, in which group the business mor- 

is 1 ously high 

fourth item contained in the bill, relating to payment of the 
| Inempilovyvment tax, Ww view as a matter that clearly within 
t} ype of the Federal Government’s field of authority, since it is a 
proy on that rela es lely o the administrative problem of collecting 


| should like to stress again the fact that my comments should not 
taken as opposition to the relative merits of extended coverage or 
the change in the definition of agricultural labor. I do, however, urge 
ipon vou the importance of leaving to the several States the determina- 
tion of the extent of coverage under their laws, and I stress strongly the 
mportance of permitting the States to make rational determinations 
on the basis of their own individual conditions without hindrances 
ther in the form of compulsions or inducements by the Federal 
(;overnment 
The basic question is whether it is the proper role of the Federal 
Government to control through Federal legislation the content of 
State laws If this role is accepted, then it makes little difference 
vhether the control over State laws is through inducing action ot 
) ne action 
Though the feeling of the mule may vary in the two situations, the 
lt is the same whether he is induced to a certain location with a 
‘arrot, or coerced there with a club. To my mind and that of the 
organizations for whom I speak, the Federal Government discharged 
tion initially and completely through the enactment in 1935 
of the Federal Unemployment Tax Act and related title III of the 
Social Security Act. These enactments put the program into opera- 
tion—a broad, general framework of Federal-State relations was 
tblished, within which framework State legislative action should 
main unh imper dd by Federal legislative action, whether such action 
of an inducing or coercing nature. 
| sincerely appreciate the courtesy of this opportunity to express 
ews, and trust that they will be of assistance to you in your 
eration of the legislative proposal before vou. 


\p] ncdix \ Is as follows ; 


Viaddock 
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The CHarrMan. Thank you very much, Mr. Maddock. and that 
also applies to Mr. MeCurry, for the information which you hav 
given to the committee \re there any questions? 

Mr. Kean. Just one question. How does H. R. 8857 differ from 
this one-man proposition in Delaware? 

Mr. Mappock. Primarily because of the f: that we require 20 
weeks of employment In other words, it is not as wide open as H. R 


S857 would make it 

The CHatRMAN. We thank you ver) 

Mr. Mappock. Thank you 

The CHarrMAN. The next witness is Mr. Blyth Emmons, director 
Washington office, National Small Businessmen’s Association 


STATEMENT OF BLYTH EMMONS, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON 
OFFICE, NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESSMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Emmons. Good morning, Mr. Reed 

The CHAIRMAN. Good Morning Sil \\ { very glad to ave 
you here. Will you give vour name and the capacity in which you 
appear for the benefit of the record and lL be glad t 
you? 

Mr. Emmons. Mr. Chairman and m« Ss ( he C on 
Ways and Means, my name is Kk. B. Emmons am th recto I 
the Washington office of the National Small B ness Mer \ 


tion, which has its pring Ipal olhice at Kvanston, | 


With your permission, I should like to present this statemet ) 
Mr. DeWitt Emery, president of the National Small Business Men’s 
Association li States one Organization s 1 sons it Opposin re 
enactment of H. R. 8857, which would subject piovers with one or 
more employees to the taxes imposed DOV oul hapte ( Tas nn 
employers of eight or more of the Internal Reyenue Cod he short 


title of which is the “Federal Unemploy nt Tax Act 
For 15 Vvears, because of the bas prineiple il volved. the Way 3 i nd 
Means Committee has steadfastly withstood pressures for extending 


this tax as is again proposed by H. R. 8857. The current proposal 
has the same Origins, and iS supported by the same interests using 


the same arguments and tactics, as heretofore \ccordingly we hop« 


and believe that this committee will again stand firm, as 1t did n 


1939 when the proposal was first advanced and a t has don 


since that time 
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| ‘ men on tl committe \{fr. Reed, Mr. Coopet 
NI I ‘fr. Dingell who ere on the committee in 1955 
emem the Pres nt ocinl security recommendations 
8) Sana i sO it I eral tax The pl losophy 
a at the bi purpose of the Federal unemployment 
) move the compet ve barrie which would otherwis 
( ‘ Ol ( ablis a) Ure mplovm« I Comms sation 
\ ) omn ae mn 1935 bv the then Secretary Ol abo 
Pr 
| ra ‘ i 
i ( if 
ata eral 1 eg 
} i ) ( ( i ] ] 
beh 5 i I 71 
Consistent with this approach the recommended Federal tax was 
( pply onl o firms with relatively substantial pay rolls The bill 
eontained a small employer exciusion, as obviously the verv small 
emplover plavs no appreciable part in interstate comps tition. Thus 
( or noncoverage of small employers under the State systems 
to State determination 
ihe specie recomimit ndation Vas to impose the Federal unemploy 
ment ee bp nsation tax on ‘“Emplovers who have emploved tf or more 
en ( es fora r onable pet od of time——anv 13 weeks ol he taxable 
( example’ * * * he Cong 3s adopted the general philos 
opl excludu mall emplovers, and limited the Federal tax to 
empl = with & or more emplovees in 20 or more weeks 
"| SO 1 Securit Board recon mended 4 vears later aul the hear 
( ommittee on the 1959 sociai-security amendments, 
i ( vb ume plovi rn compensation tax be IMpost on 
‘ oO ) oO more lt eould not be al ued that interstate 
( 0 pre States trom covermeg small emplovers | the 
0 ) \ hea ni 4 States actually covered son 
( less than S&S em] lovees and 10 ol these covered em 
pi ( Oo ore emplovees. However, the ney phil ophy was 
1 co i ol mail en plovers should not be leit to State 
hould be dictated federal 
C'on sed to accept this new philosophy It refused to 
pose le Fe | inemplovment compensation tax on small em- 
| n 1939 and ha likewise refused each time the issue has been 
subsea ise 
\len ot this committee ai from 20 States Actions by these 
States strate the fa that State decision as to small employe r 
covera depends on the parti ular situation 1n the parte ular State. 
| employer exemption; | excludes 


OM{ these 20 States, o have no small 
employers with less than 3 employees; 5 ex lude employers with less 
lude employers with less than 6 employees; 
th less than 8 employees. 

of exempting small em- 


than 4 employees; 3 ex 
ana 6 exclude employers Wi 
Arcuments as to the merits and demerits 


plovers, and as to the appropriate definition of small employer, have 
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been made I’ peated|y ntl he: nes by State l slatures he Ot 
legislatures, as shown in the cases of the 20 States | have referred 
have reached varving conclusions after having heard these : iments 
as applied to the situation in the particular S ( Also : 
times some legislatures have changed fr | ginal Sit 
as to their small eli pl ver exclusions ‘ oth . 


relraming their State laws 


Lehi basi dil ene etweeh out p nt State tems 
Federal system is that und our | sen rerere States : 
do frame their ben ormul thre q 
| ( i} | S 
ie provisions to fit } sit ) | ~ ( 
determines tor lt WI } ! ) 
ind Its ecol 1\ 

his « ‘ 30] ( ~ ’ 
ind substitu Hed il aqement | » | e | 

ai ] 1 
SipieLil eMploye ‘coverage, DU this | nh ente I War 

You are irced Lo ail 100 ( Z Hie ( State to set 

1] 4 ‘ t 
small-emplover exemptions Lou 2re asket oO repo out a bil I 
which a majority in the Congress would force coverage of small et 
pnlovers by 1 Sy nth lL, 4 | 
provers DV all Lil os ,tLNOUgH the Grea 0 iC] Leave Ce 
that small emplover exemptions are appropriate for tl bal 
State You and the ¢ ongress are asked to do now what vou have 
resolutely refused to do since the proposal was | irged before this 
committee 15 yvears ago to substitute Federal judgment for hie 
state legislatures’ judement ns to this item ot Stat coverage 

Che proposal ean but be reviewed as Dart of a pattern Ihe 

l l 
complete pattern ineé ludes, besides this proposed coverage dictation 
to States from Washington dictation as to qualifications, disquali- 
fications, benefit standards, and financing, wl hadd up in aggregate 
ft | + + ‘ ‘ } ] 

to the whole of unemployment compensation. It is part of a nibblir 


away process—federalizing State unemployment compensation bit by 


bit so as to thus achieve ultimately the same ( esults as ould Db 
achieved by directly scrapping State systen and establishin i 
Federal system. 

Like every proposal for further centralization of authority, this 
proposal is urged on the basis that the end justifies the means You 
are asked to ac ept the conclusion that any small « Inplover exemption 


in any State is bad, even though a small employe exemption was 


originally recommended and one was naopted, and evel though 


legislatures of a great Majority of States, for their particular Stat 

have concluded that a small employer exemption is appropriat 
You are asked to force on all States a cove rage detail which has been 
adopted as appropriate to their situation by only a minority of States. 

It is not here appropriate to argue the merits or demerits of the 
varying small employer exemptions found in various State laws. 
Such arguments are properly made before the State legislatures, who 
frame local programs to meet local conditions The proposal here 
presents a different and a_ basic issue whether Congress or the 
respective States shall decide this State-coverage matte! 

The CHarrmMan. I think you have now consumed more than 10 
minutes If you would be willing to place the balances of it in the 
record to help out the other two witnesses I would appreciate It 

Mr. Emmons. Certainly, sir. 
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The Cu MAN If there is no objection that will be made a part 
f the record. Thank you very much. 

Nii Ka MONS Thank you 

The CHarrMan. We appreciate the information you have given the 
committee. It is very fine and very helpful. Are there any questions? 
Th e Chan hears none Thank VOU, SII The | alance of your state 
n t | by place lin the record 


I he tuateme f referred to follows 
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i | writte he mali-t ma i ( ra 
1s ! 1 an extra $12 0 i | ou also 
i I I \ I ra \ reast 
S845 for } 
i 1 add i 1 ! required by ] I 4 
( Vi D ha idopted of providi « relief 
NI a ) ( aware of the basic p | 
H. R. 8857, and of the practical conse ‘es which would follow from its adoption 


VW ! e the pre I n tt cor ttee for adop go { 3 | } t we know 
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that these are not nev 
justify reversing the po 
decade and a half Aceordit 
H. R. 8857. 

The CHarrMan. The next witness is Mr. Samuel Fraser, th 
utive vice president of the International (pple Association 

1 am very pleased to see you, Mr. Fras« Mr. Fraser is a cor 
stituent of mine of whom I am very proud 


STATEMENT OF SAMUEL FRASER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 
THE INTERNATIONAL APPLE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Fraser. I have made my comments short in keepin | 
committee’s request 

My name is Samuel Fraser. I am executive vice president of Inté 
national Apple Association, with offices at 1302 18th Street NW 
Washington, D. C 

This association is composed Ol prod eC hippers, and 
tors of apples, pears, and other fruits, and has a membership of almo 
1,400 firms, the major ' being located in continental United States 

Many of our growet shippe rmembers, al those engaged in pac 
packaging, and storing, are deeply concerned with these proposes 
changes in the unemployment-compensation progra! 

My remarks do not cover sections 3 and 4, o1 vhich | 
or no comment. 

These changes may, if enacted, increas ost of ag 
labor by 3 percent, and 3 percent on the labor item in these parti 
commodities, fruits and vegetables, is a very por tte 
especially at a time when prices are showing a trend to decline 

The proposed language strikes out the present ‘20 days durin 
taxable year, each day being in a different calendar week” as well 
the “8 or more’ emplovees, thus making it mandatory to start pay 
ment of the excise tax at once if 1 employee is employed at bh 
employee Is immediately eligible Lo collect insul eC payments 

We believe it would be helpful to retain some limitation ¥ 


to marginal emplovees 

While this legislation affects all agriculture, | am confining com: 
and illustrations to fruits and vegetables 

In our membership, which is representative of the ind 
have all manner of types ol Management cooperatives, Ccomn 
handlers, large CfTOWR’S, small STOW CI! some vcrowers iistan rrom 
market who must grade and pack and ship, and others who ma 
In nearby markets 

Is the purpose of this to place all agricultural labor in the un Mi plo 
ment-compensation program? If it is, we would ask for time to ap- 
proach the problem from that angle. 

The definition carried in present section 1607 (1) is stricken 
use of the language of section 1426 (h) will further limit the exem 
tions of agricultural labor. This will strike from the exemption all 
employees of the farm cooperative and the commercial handler and 
packer who now serve the grower in the important operations of 
handling, grading, sorting, and storing of fruits and vegetables in 
their preparation for market. In all former legislation, like treat 
ment was given the cooperatives, the commercial handler, and the 
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grower-shipper, Whether large or small. We believe this is a sound 
apy roach and should be retained 

Some of the larger producers may orade, pack, and store their own 
fruit \ question has arisen as to what the amendment will do to 
such 

If the definition of employment as now carried in section 1426 (b | 
of the act, as it pertains to FICA, is not carried in the amended legis- 


lation, then these producers may maintain thei present exemption 
What is the position ol the present section 142 1) 1)? Will it, or 
milarlanguage, be used? Thatisimportant. If section 1426 (b 
) HT similar is brought in, then the large grower will lose 
his exe mption 
The small crower has alwavs been a matter to be considered, and 
th is parts larly liportant in many areas They may grow the 
rop ruil when it comes to handling, packing, packaging orading 
li delivers to market, and so forth, thev turn it over to a coopel 
or a commercial handler At the present time these agencies 
ure exempt When perlornmung thes operations { nder the amended 


legislation they may have to pay 3 percent excise tax on the first 
$3,000 of earnings of each individual emplove Costs, such as this 
tax, will be reflected back to the producer, 


To harvest and pack crops there is need for a large temporary 


supply of labor in the rural areas. In the fruit districts, school 
children and high-school children and others aid in the work, and 
frequently the women turn out. Employment may be for a period 
of 2 weeks, 3 weeks, and then an interval with a seasonal total of, 


Sib\ Ld weeks 

In the aggregate a considerable sum of money is earned for the 
usual rate of payment is good, but the number of workers securing 
it is relatively large and the individual amount is not large. Thess 
people do not usually seek employment at other times. Is it wise to 
make these people eligible for unemployment compensation? 

The amount of money which would be collected might well be 
inadequate to meet the cost which would be thus thrown on the fund 
1 the addition of mareinal emplovees. As SOON as such employees 
have qualified, thes will most certainly collect unemployment insur 
ance, and at the present time this is markedly affecting the number 
of employees in rural areas. ‘They use up the time secured in industry 
before seeking further employment. 

The question may well be considered whether this is a sound financial 
undertaking, and all labor may well be concerned as to the effect of 
such 

I cite some instances—Dwinnell Bros., Oroville, Wash.. employed 
54 packing workers for the packing season; 25 women worked only 
during the harvest; 24 were itinerant workers; 5 were employed else- 
where part time. The itinerant worker is also a difficult one to work 
into the financial structure. A common period of seasonal employ- 
ment is 15 weeks, and they would then be qualified for 20 weeks of 
unemployment insurance in certain States. 

The seasonal worker has alw “Vs presented a problem and is still a 
problem under this proposal. We see difficulty in securing sufficient 
payments to the fund to meet the drafts which will be made on it. 
[f this amendment is enacted, the job of policing itinerant or seasonal 
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workers, schoolchildren, high-school children, women, undoubtedly 
will be practically impossible. 

If all agricultural labor is to be placed under the unemployment- 
insurance provisions, then we would seek some way to meet the 
problem of temporary labor and the itinerant worker and provisions 
such as are now carried in section 1426 (b) (1) might weil find a place. 

We do not seek the inclusion of agricultural labor in the unemploy- 
ment-insurance program. 

At the present time we believe it would be more realistic and helpful 
to the economy of the Nation to not report H. R. 8857 

The CHarrMAN. | notice you have two telegrams attached to your 
Statement. 

Without objection they will be placed in the record. 

(The telegrams referred to follow:) 

OrRovILLE, Wasu., June 2, 1954 
Congressman Wautr Horan, 
Congressman Hat HouMeEs, 
Congressman Danret A. REED, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C 


We are strongly opposed to H. R. 8857. Last year we employed 54 packir 
workers none of whom wert employ ed the year ro 1 lwenty-five wo 
worked only during the harvest Twenty-four were nerant workers Five 
were employed elsewhere part time, Believe other fr t and vegetable pack 


houses will show similar experience 


WENATCHEE, WASH. 
SAM FRASER, 
International Apple Association 








Following wire sent Chairman House Wa and Me s Committe a so Horar 
and Holmes. Similar wire Senators Magnuson and Jacks« Understand 
H. R. 8857 scheduled for hearing June 8 Enactme would in a 
costs on all producers of fresh fruits and vegetable Wenat ogal 
fruit district packing operations is done almost entirely by students during 
vacations and women, mostly housewives, resident in the area who do not seek 
employment except during packing seaso1 Brit this class of labor unde 
Unemployment Compensation Act would simply provide rocking-chait 
during period when they are not seeking employme Apple- and pear-pa 
operation this district lasts about 15 weeks. Compensation tax this period would 
not equal amount necessar\ oh for 20 weeks unemployment his associatior 
IS ‘omposed of grower owl ed ¢ d operate | cooperat ves and j dividual producers 
who perform their own services an d firms who prepar fruit for market for growers 
at cost er small margin of profit. Urge your efforts to continue present ex- 
emptions of labor used in preparation of fresh fru ind vegetables for market 


{ nquote, Presume you acting on this matter 
NortH CENTRAL WASHINGTON WAREHOUSEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Fraser. Thank you. I would like to add, Mr. Chairman, the 
States have the marginal interest. Their part is 90 percent. Certain 
States have already sought to protect their funds by providing a pro 
portionate withdrawal based on the amount and time in which it 
has been collected so that those who contribute little receive less than 
those who made the major contributions 

Other States, as in New York, at the present time are giving the 
matter further study Altogether the situation is one which might 
well at this time be riven to the States to work out, to work out a 
solution. 

There is one other thought, Mr. Chairman, on collection of taxes. 
If the problem of collecting taxes, 30 percent of our income is going 


48088—54 15 
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to be of increas ney importance to this committee, 1f we pyre imid the 


time of collection, it will increase the problems of business | just 
wanted to leave that in passing 

The CuHatrman. We thank you very much, Mr. Fraser. You 
always make a very fine appearance and presentation. All of this 
testimony is very helpful to the committee when we finally get into 
executive session. [| am very proud to have you, sir, as one of my 


constituents 

Mr. Fraser. Thank you 

The CuarrMan. The next witness is Mr. Carey. Mr. Carey, will 
you just give your name for the record and the name of your very 
charming associate, sir? 


STATEMENT OF JAMES B. CAREY, SECRETARY-TREASURER OF 
THE CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY MRS. KATHERINE P. ELLICKSON, RESEARCH AND 
EDUCATION DEPARTMENT, CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL OR- 
GANIZATIONS 


Mr. Carey. 1 am James B. Carey, the secretary-treasurer of the 
Congress of Industrial Organizations and the president of the Inter- 
national Union of Elec trical, Radio and Machine Workers, ClO. 1 
here speak for the membership of the CIO; and I am accompanied by 
Kittv P. Ellickson of the research and education department of the 
ClO 

The question now before this committee is one of the most serious 
questions confronting all American wage earners. It is one of the 
most important pieces of legislation now under consideration. 

Millions of workers are unemployed in this country today. Many 
thousands are receiving layoff notices each week. No one can measure 
the human tragedy and suffering that occur in each case. Hopes 
are blasted, faith is shaken, and children as well as parents are 
bewildered and afraid. 

The Congress of Industrial Organizations asks vou today to com- 
mend legislation that will aid these people by improving the Nation’s 
system of unemployment insurance and thus help stop the swelling 
tide of job loss and suffering. 

It is not enough to extend coverage to more workers or to make the 
other changes proposed by the administration and incorporated in the 
Reed bill, H. R. 8857. The expressed intent of this measure is good, 
We have long favored bringing all wage earners and other employees 
under the unemployment-insurance system. 

sut the Federal Government should give its employees more than 
the very limited protection afforded by present State laws. - Is a 
mockery to say that you are providing properly for people as in 
Florida, the maximum wee kly benefit allowed is $20, and din recon 
run out after 16 weeks. 

In considering extension of coverage of supplementary benefits for 
workers affected by international trade, careful thought must be given 
to the adequac’ \ of benefit levels for all the une rpg bes The Reed 
bill would do nothing for the great majority of American workers. 

We have been told that the CIO and its affiliates have only 15 
minutes in which to present our position. I shall therefore devote my 








1 timMon 1) imarily to out \ : {Or Dp } tt niti to i 


standards erants, and exte nded cove I weed by Con ssmian 
Forand and others H. R. 9430 My Ip} mentary statement con 
tains much additional material 

The administration has recommended substantial improvement in 
the protection atforded bit SA\ ("o | ot ! let h 
States do it.”’ Only three States have raised maximum benefits sin 
President Eisenhower urged them to do so last January Only thi 
State legislatures are still in sessio1 The rest will not meet again 
until next year 

It is your responsibility to Improve unemplovment benefits just as 
surely as it was the responsibility of Congress in 1935 to enact the 
social-security law which brought the Federal-State system of unem- 
ployment compensation into existence 

The average payment to the unemploved nder the State laws 
today is less than $25 a week This is not enou h to live on, or to 
provide markets for farmers, for neighborhood stores, for the auto- 


mobile producers or the factories that turn out ele ‘trl al appl ances, 
Only $1 out of every $5 lost in wages and salaries has been replaced 
by unemployment-insurance benefits 


Do not be misled by the May figures on unemployment, which 


show a slight drop, as they usually do in the spring. They will rise 
again as school and college graduates start looking for jobs, even 
should layoffs cease But lavotfs have not ceased Manufacturing 
emplovn ent fell by another 200,000 in May As compared with a 
Vear ago, there was a decline of 2 million jobs in mining, manufac 
turing, and transportation 

No one knows how far the ce cline may go But we have not seen 
any predictions that fewer than 3 million will be unemployed in the 
fourth quarter of the year. The figure may well be much higher 


Many of these people will have used up their benefit rights. Many 
will be desperate, finding that even public-welfare payments are not 
provided to persons able to work even though no jobs can be found 

Spokesmen for the administration may continue to say, ‘Let us 
wait and see what the States do But about 40,000 workers a week 
are exhausting their benefit rights, with a total of over a half million 
exhaustions so far in 1954. These are in addition to the more than 
2 million workers who are receiving unemployment benefits 

\re you rong to say to these people “Let's see what the States 
may do next winter?” 

lf the Members of Congress want to go home without doing any- 
thing for these unemployed people, in the face of these facts, we will do 
what is necessary to help place responsibility and secure remedy 

The Forand bill, H. R. 9430, is being sponsored by at least 81 Demo- 
crats and 2 Republicans. It provides a comprehensive program for 


aiding Americans who cannot find jobs Its main advantages aré 
1. Weekly payments to a majority of unemploved workers would 
be raised substantially. State maximums would have to be raised 


so that they would no longer cut off so large a proportion of benefit 
amounts. The maximum primary benefit under each State law would 
have to be not less than two-thirds of the State’s average weekly wage 
Subject to this maximum, each worker’s primary benefit would be not 
less than 50 percent of his regular earnings. ‘Thus, in most States 
maximums would have to bi 


raised by between $10 and $20 
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st 39 weeks to anvone who could 





2 Benefits would be paid for ut lea 
not findas litabl job it is un Ist al a disastrous to cut off payments 


when jobs are not available, savings have been exhausted, a d no 
other source of income is ay ilable 

) Hundreds ol thousal as ot workers who nre how unfairly denied 
benefits would be entitled to them. This would be accomplished by 
limiting t hag dl 


ie reasons for which workers may be disqualified, the type 
of disqua 


} 
lifications, and bi prevehting oOversevere eli ibility provi 


Sions 
t. Coverage would be made virtually the same as under the old-age 
and survivors insurance program. If any groups are left out that 


vour committee finds can be covered, we hope vou will add them to 
the bill 


5) Essential improvements would by Tha le | i] crard to the financing 
of the system. One would help overcome the abuses of experience 
rating Another would make reinsurance grants to States which are 


in financial difficulty because of heavy unemployment 

The States would be required to improve their laws by Wi 
to meet the new Federal standards. In the meantime, t 
Government would provide the money for paying benefits up to the 
standards set for the States 


very dollar thus paid out would promptly swell lagging DUVING 


power and thus help maintain economic production. Such money is 
not lost to the Treasury Higher incomes mean higher tax collections, 
too 


The idea of Federal standards which State laws must meet is not 


new The present unemplovment-insurance law has standards 
which the States must meet on such matters as prompt payment of 
benefits when due, the way in which states Mav reduce INOS the 
grounds on which benefits may be denied nd the mamtenan oO 

merit system for State emplovees The States must meet these 


standards or pay the full Federal tax of 3 percent of pavrolls 

he Reed bill itself is directed toward changing some of the Federal 
provisions which affeet the States such as coverage an | reduction of 
taxes. The Truman administration recommended a Federal stance 
ards bill which was introduced in the House by Congressman 
McCormack 


Che real issue is not whether there should Federal standards bi 
whether the workers should receive more protection. The very sami 
emplovet orzanizations, whicl k vou to leave benefit provisions to 
the States, lobby vigorously in the State legislature to defeat bills 
we support that would improve benefits by State action 

Qur members are tired of having every s estion they make for 
H1din inemploved workers defeat | | the a ment that some other 
method should be used We have t ned to collective bargaining for 

ira d ant il wages noth i oach » the problem The 
1) COPrPDOraLLONS Sri il l hob a Su ( oO collect V¢ bar ain- 

Ih obles re supposed to b ken ire O| DY unemployment 
Insurances Vm they Col I thew ello O \ ken th Stat 
laws 

They try to Ve ou tl rey} she Chi Limerican wage earners 
will not have an incentive to work he n average of more than 
S25 a Week when tI ey cannot tind iobs ‘| | Is Is nonsense The ‘eat 


majority of ClO members have definite seniority rights and a place 
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On seniority lists If the company for wl h th hay VOrkKe alls 
them back, they must go or forfeit their rights Thev have a definit 
financial stake in resuming their old jo This n additior » the 
desire of the great majority of American workers to work ra t| 
he idle 

The incentive that is lackin Ol soctel Live Nn ( 
management to proy de steady OD hn ever-ere PLtidya be Ve 
n he ( iA believe mpi S l ) | ! 
cuaranteed wage plans and decent unemplovi it-insurance benefits 
We want jobs, not p for idleness | , moplo 
the cost be properly hared t)\ Mmpioy ana Il troy rn Ihe 
than inflietine disastr us loss on iInnodee 

Emplovers have been far more suceessf 1 euttine costs that 
workers have been in securing better benefi Kor vears the 
tax rate paid by employers for un pl ) 
only a little more than | percent under the St: laws ror 19 } 
figure was 1.3 percent. This is less than one-half the 2.7 
allotted as the State’s share in 1935 As Prof. Richard A. Lester, of 


Princeton [ niversity, has said: 


Wi I Lplo r contr itions y } 
benefits deel 1 relative f { “¢ 
employment in 1938 to 33 percent 1 1953, a 
benefits were depressed by benefit ceilings ro 
one-nha f the con p sated Vv 
calculations indicate that probably not mx { 25 per 
caused by une pnlovment of covered workers is compensate 


benefits under the State laws 


I have attached to my testimony a table prepared by the CIO 
department of education and research, entitled ‘Unemployment 
Insurance Under State Laws,” prepared in January 1954. TI 
picture has not changed much since. California raised its benefit 
maximum from $25 to $30 but at the cost of other undesirable changes 
Michigan, as a result of a hard fight led by the CIO, now has a maxi- 
mum ranging from $30 to $42, varying with the number of dependents 


It also extended possible duration to 26 weeks but not for all workers. 


Virginia raised the maximum to $24 a week but made duration more 
limited. 

The CHArRMAN. Pardon me, Mr. Carey. I have asked the other 
witnesses, in consideration of the House meeting at 11 o’clock, to 
extend their remarks in the record. Of course, the bells will ring 
very shortly. If it was possible really to cover this and get over 
there and prepare for what we have to do this afternoon, I would 
let you go on and finish, but I hope you will cooperate and let us 
extend you remarks. That will give Mr. Forand or someboy who 
might wish to ask some questions an opportunity to question you. 
Is that agrecable to you, sir? 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Chairman, it is still 10 minutes before the bells 
ring, and even after that you know the rule is coming up and that 
will take an hour and you are going to have a quorum eall shortly 
after 11 o’clock. I suggest that Mr. Carey be permitted to finish 
his statement, at least 

The CHarrMaAn. I am only asking him to cooperate to the same 
extent that I asked the other witnesses. 

Mr. Foranp. We have no more witnesses, and I suggest we allow 
Mr. Carey to use the remaining time. 
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voted by representa es [ro ol 
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Unless Congress acts, thereto | Vill Continue itter 
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The bill would make | lon > e Wl 
[sland so that she couk nore ad 
her tax rates still furths Such Dror 
the other Reed bill, H. R. 517 vhich the House passed las 
before the recession began 

A memorandum from i¢@ Interstate Cr 1 lumplo 
Security Agencies, supporting that Reed | clearly eal K 
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the Senate Finance Committee In dicussin ie DProvist OL the 
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ance payments 
The Forand bill woul lve R ele Sia without for ( 


taxes higher; H. R. 5173 has the unfort effect of floreing ) 
rates, putting pressure on Denehits, and tI ituaty Meniple 
ment i the States 

The Forand bill has other impro ard ) 
Thus it would provide a $25 million ngency fund for mec 
unforeseen increases in admiunistrati costs 

Even more important it would change the | deral stand i in 
regard to State-tax arrangements by permit States to provide tor 
uniform rate reductions to all emplovers. The present Federal clause 
permits States to reduce tHXes below the Luk erce ite only 0) the 
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basis of individual experience. This has led to most disastrous forms 


of rate reduction, lowering employers’ taxes not because they have 
actually stabilized employment, but because they have successfully 
kept former employees from receiving benefits. 

Passage of the Forand bill would thus bring many improvements in 
unemployment insurance. We would, however, like to see this bill 
co even further 

Kor example, we believe it would be desirable to introduce another 
standard in connection with the ceiling that States place on individual 


benefits If a State’s average weekly wage is lower than the national 
average weekly wage, then we believe that the ceiling on benefits in 
that State should be two-thirds of the national average rather than 
the State average. Qur unions have been success ul In collective 
bargaining in wiping out many regional wage differentials. We think 
it ould be better to avoid too great variations in ceilings among 


os 
| by a heavy 
proportion of low-paid industries as compared to high-paid occupa- 
tions 

Another change which we should prefer would be to require that 
the individual’s primary benefits should be not less than 65 percent 
of his weekly wages, with additional amounts for dependents. 

But rather than dwell on these further improvements, let me urge 
in the strongest terms that you set Federal minimum standards for 
benefits, for duration, and for disqualifications, and that you adopt 
the other provisions in the Forand bill 

If Congress instead enacts the two Reed bills, H. R. 5173 and H. R. 
8857, the net effect will not be progress but severe damage to the 
protection now afforded our members. Combined with the inade- 
quate appropriations so far made available for the Federal and State 
agencies, such action will present a black picture as unemployment 
grows. 

In closing, I request that my supplementary statement, with 
attachments, be incorporated in the record as part of my testimony. 

Mr. Kean. Mr. Carey, is this the supplementary statement that 
I have in my hand? 

Mr. Carry. We have some additional material that we would like 
to have included in the record. 

Mr. Kean. It is not too voluminous, is it? 

Mr. Cargy. It is not voluminous. 

Mr. Kean. All right, without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The data referred to follows:) 


states especially where the State average 1s reaucet 
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| nemployment insurance unde State laws 
W 
Cla i wl x 
\ A } 
A ve \ t t . 
1 2 q 
week . 4 4 M 
} ‘ \T , 
m ( \ 
State for to 
une 4 
pio I 
AT M At ber 
19 2 N week 
United States $23. 27 : 214, 804 4 { 
Alabama 18 HK $29 + 9 
Alaska 32. 39 8 ) 2 | 1 ¢ 
AriZonsa 20). 92 $ 2t ) _ 1 ” 
Arkansas 18. 1 7 2 l v2¢ 
California ( q ) S28 
or 2 7-9 g 9 
Cc lt ~ 8-11 0-4 RS ‘ % 
I 8. 88 : 
I Columbia 8. 2] 6-7 9 ( 64 g 
, 82 » = 
lf t 9 a 
O71). 8 ox ) 
Idaho 2 { { 
Tlinoi 25. 48 . RR 
Indiana f 
lowa 2 
Ka 1() q ( g 
Ine icky 2 2 ~ ~ w 
Louisiana . 
M aine } % 


Maryland 20.4 6-8 3x ’ 1, 478 
Ma usett 24. 68 7-9 2 2 t } 5 
M ichigar 2t f 2 (yt 


Minnesota Ls q l " 

Mississippi 4. 09 i f + 

M issouri 20. 13 2 24 2 

Montana 19. 95 ] d 2 24 8 

Nebraska t s 

Nev 1a 24. 9 oi } A t { s s 
New Hampshire 21.04 - f ) 
New Jerse Vy é s it ; 4 


New Mexico 2 4 10 

New York at I ( 2 t 

North Carolina 15. 75 7 ( 2¢ 2¢ 8 
North Dakota 25. 24 ) 26-32 ( 


Ohio 29. 2 10-12. 50 } ! 
Oklahom) 4.47 28 t 2 

Oregon a 22. 92 ] 2 8 -+—2¢ 4, O62 s 2 
Pennsylvania. -_.. on 25. 84 10 

Rhode Island 21.91 10 2 } 


South Carolina 18. 54 2 s ~ » SS s 

South Dakota 20). f s 2 | . ) 
‘Tennessee 16. 54 2t 

rexas 2 
Utal 2 ! 
Vermont 21. 28 2 
Virginia 8. 18 f d t . s 
Washington 4. 49 t ist 

West Virginia 20). 4€ ( 4 24 27t 

W isconsir > 7 Kt 2t fe 8 
Wyoming 2 10-1 f 8 Hn g ‘ 


1 Where 2 figures are shown, the smallest does not ide 
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SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT ON UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE IN BEHALF OF THI 
CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS BY JAMES B. CAREY 


We should like to have introduced in the record certain important documents 


dealing with unemployment insurance which further explain many of the points 
touched on in my ain statement. The documents can be conveniently grouped 

ler the heads that are indicated, and we should like to have each one appear 
in the record ediately following the point at which it is mentioned in the fol- 
lowl st 


The CIO convention in November 1953 unanimously adopted a resolution on 
unemployment insurance and the employment service 
The need for bette benefil provisions 

Prof. Richard Lester of Princeton University prepared a statement in support 
of the resolution on benefit ceilings adopted by the Federal Advisory Council on 
Employment Security on January 26, 1954 This provides a valuable analysis 


he reduction of employer tax 


of the lag of benefits behind weekly wages, and on t 
rates 

President Eisenhower in his economic report to the Congress on January 28, 
1954, urged that unemployment insurance benefits be raised. Two sections of 
his report are especially relevant 





The Join t Committee on the Eeonomic teport to the Congress endor 





President’s recommendations in several significant paragraphs on pages 7 and 8. 
The Secretary of Labor, as requested by President Eisenhower, sent a letter 
to all State governors on February 16, 1954, regarding improvements in the 











State laws. This letter summarizes the case for higher benefits and longer dura- 
tion, and the attachments contain much valuable information. 

The Seeretary refers to the resolution of the Federal Advisory Council o1 
Emplo e! secur) which recommended that in each State the maximum 
weekly benefit amount should be equal to at least 60 to 67 pere nt of the State’s 

a veeklv wa The statement by Professor Lester, already mentioned, 
prepared in support of this resolutior 
The / ) Fe eral action to ~wmprove henefit oO oO 

I} 20th National Conference o Labor Legislation a lopted a report by its 
resolutio committee supporting Federal standards for benefits and duration 
The 1 of this resolution is attached The conferene was mad up 
of Stat ommissioners and representatives of labor organiz ms from 
over 40 

An analysis of the lack of proper representation of urban areas in State legis- 
latures was presented in the CIO EKeonomie Outlook in August 1953. We should 
like to have the entire text included without the illustrations 

The Federal Advisory Council on Employment Security, in January 1954, 
unanimously adopted a statement on the functions of the Federal Government 
in regard to unemployment insurane The Council also unanimously agreed 
to trar t to the Secretary of Labor separate reports prepared by the public, 
emplover and employee members of its Committee on Intergovernmental Rela- 
1 ) i roadly I res n itive of the view po nts ot the thr oa | groups who con 


pose the membership of tl Counceil.’’ The statement of the public members 





favors Federal minimum standards in regard to benefits and duration, as the 





releva excerpt shows. The actions of the Federal Advisory Council are sig- 
ninca peca th public members are chosen as ¢ xperts from the universities 
as well as fre representatives of such representative organizations as the vet- 
erans groups and B’nai B’rith. The authors of this statement are Dr. Eveline 
surns of Columbia University and Prof ter of Princeton University. 
OrrrcraL CIO Pouiecy 
UNEMPLOYMENT I} RANCE AND THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICI 

Dur the past year we have continued the struggle for an adequate employ- 
ment iritv system against the powerful opposition of certain employer groups 
who have never really believed i inemployment Insurance 

In spite of strenuous efforts by our affiliates to improve State legislation in 1953, 
less than half the State legislatures which met raised maximum benefits and less 





Over one-third of the States still will not pay 
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anv worker more th: $925 a week whe ( 
own, and only 11 will pay : than $30 a wee \\ he f } } 
badly behind wages, and iner ingly severe « | 1 slifiea g 





} 








1ave been enacted, employers’ té ive b » | I els 
anticipated when the program wa 1935 
The S3d Congress slashed appropriations for the Bureau of mr t 


Security of the United States Departm« t of Labor and for grants to t} “tf 
emplovment security agencies: Now, therefore, be 
Resolved, That the Congress of Industrial Organizatio reassert . victior 


that the Federal Government has a responsibility to pro 1¢ rd iate ra e 
protection to unemployed workers through a unified svste nil ’ lards, 
or supplementary benefits 

So long as we have State systems, we favor Federal grants to States which | 


cause of high unemployment rates cannot support proper benefits wit he 


I 


We oppose the h 


helping States with low reserves, would enforce higher taxes and thus crease un- 


relatively high taxes which place employers at a competitive disadvantage 
} 





loan provisions of the Reed bill. which, under the guise of 





employment, which would be inadequately compensated 
We continue to oppose all efforts to under ne the authority I ti Federa 
agency to see that State svstems respect the safeguards of labor standards enacted 


in 1935 We eall on the Bureau of Emplovment Security in tl Depart me ot 
Labor vigorously to enforce these provisions 





We deplore cuts in appropriations that have fected the Federal 
Jureau of > nployment Securitv a d the State emnplovme t security ( 
resulting in the closing of many local emplovment offices, in the widespread ador 
tion of biweekly, instead of weekly report o Aalmants 2 j A ( f ‘ 
fits, and in many other wavs hampering program Improvement We rea 

our belief that the proper remedy is adequate Federal appropriations, and we 
continue to oppose proposals such as those in the Reed bill. vhi h wo j ake a 
farce of the Federa riation process ari uld tend te 1 I 


' 
tive Federal lea 














We call upon the Intersiate Conference of mpl ent Security Ager and 
the State employment security administrators i d luallv, to cease the ederal 
lobbying activities in support of the Reed bill and against other measures favored 
by labor 

We urge our affilia » continue to seek impr State { 
security laws so that all workers may have decent. prot is a f 
The se iri? through collective ba uit Y, of guarante lar 1a 
grated with unemployn t insu ce will aid our ca Lig for ( 
ment s¢ rity laws 
STATI PREPARED BY Pror. RicHarp I ! s R N 

BENEFIT CEILINGS ADOPTED BY THE FEDERAL AD oRY Couns IME 

MENT SECURITY ON JANUARY 26, 1954 

The primary purpose of unemployment insurance to provide ort-tern 
prot etion to worker thie ris ot ‘ é i l i 
fraction of the benefic al ear i 
and to provide protection re lated te rimal ving widard and 
for nondeferrable lis r costs 

Benefit ceilings were originally designed as a i of helping ve 
limited benefit f{ ana oO avoid : i vt 
relative to average hourly earnings in covered plovm« 

A. When the State laws were originally acted he 1930's, be { 
of at least two-thirds of average week Vag i ) 1 State and 
‘it was intended that only a a Iracth Of ail i pa ents W ild be re 
stricted DD the benefit ec ng Cha VOSITIO i 1 } ( ! l | nm 
of quite limited funds for benefit pa nts and a Sta ix rate of 2.7 per of 
pay rol n the ea ears prior 4 

Prac ca rii Sta i re rete { i 1 Lilie S12 ‘nt 
cel gs Data raverag we Ca is 1 pu ) i 
f for t bu ro l S as ea wnulac md other 
industries, can be estimated to have been appr ately $23 a w K I} 
the benefit ceilings in the State laws re genera i 65 per iveragt 
of weekly earnings of cov Ll worke 

Full statistical data are available beginning with the vear 1939 when most 


( 
States commenced benefit payments | se data sl 15 Stat the 





























5 t i 1 VU I 1 
1), : | Dec er 1939. a ul of 22 
~ { t i! I 
( ) , ’ ] sf) ec sate 
' it lea ) und 
| 6 ( ( oO 
~ i ‘ | » f é ‘ rj) ‘ eT “hy 
A ~ 1 i l 67 } 1s 19 ’ 2 
i i eC Ce pp beneh 
f ' ; 
B. Af itbrea \\ 1 War efit < wen ra a 
i a developme ‘ | vera \\ | ul s. Co \ I 
‘ \ ‘ ‘ eC! i | ) ‘ ‘ ‘ of pa Ts 
In rec i wbout I ( { ( ( 
( I re a rate rat! inh bel rad 1 accord 
i or! Ll ¢ ( a tl origi ii | t a 1 I 
t ryr ‘ Die iT) ; ' \ i | ) 

\ I ( I V age ( i ) i count tripled { ’ 
1936 and 1953 Dur ‘ ( oO average, did 
‘ 5) Stat iW ( ( ep lf i ATCC 

} S30 a wer or no ‘ r L986 ¢ Wher s Dec 
» all | , Stat had f ( 60 1 98 pere iveragt 
i ! covered ¢ ) Dec er | > all > State na 
fit « by 20 and ) perce ot averag WECKI ea 
( r\ t (se able Stat idd depend all ( ( 
fit ec ng the « ( oft ASIC Ct y and i 
uid ( State averaged oO > perc yf Live i 
: ple a , f ratio of « oO average week] ur os for 
i ) Stat i ields a figure of 67 perec or Deeember 1939, fieur for 
1 lv 41 peres lor i ( d 44 pers til o1 nelud 
) i mecrea t { uric pene ( nic na 
} ntil they ow repre ( | Lhbou two-fifths o iverage weekl 
pared with a figure of tw f such ear n the 1930's 
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to the « ; ' 
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( b A 
B t pe t é 
a ‘ age ) 
oo De er VOCK wa r 104 
19 D be t 
1953 

) $2. 44.9 t 
M 2 3 49 1.01 
D ‘ 2 +). ¢ 61 
Vi 2 38. 4 82 
Ke 28 45.1 1. 67 
Flo 20 3 91 
Georgia 26 48 1. 21 
I a” 30 73 
Mi i 30) 62.7 1 58 

1 Staff's estimated rates for 1953 were used for last year ol the period, 

2 $38 with dependents—62.1 percent 


The contrast between Maryland (which meets the reeommended ceiling stand- 


ard) and Delaware and the District of Columbia, or between Mississippi (whos¢ 
ceiling fits the recommendation) and Texas, is especially marked. Texas, Dela- 
ware, and the District of Columbia have maintained low contribution rates partly 
through perversion of the program. The same is true of Virginia and Florida. 

Elevating benefit ceilings to the standard met by all States in 1936 would correct 
for the inflationary developments during the past dozen years. Four States 
Connecticut, Maryland, Mississippi, and Nevada) now fulfill the reeommenda- 
tio! In the other States the cost of adjusting benefit ceilings to the 1936 standard 
will vary with the extent to which the individual State has lagged behind and has 
used depressed ceilings to gain the advantages of low-contribution rates. Such 
correction of State benefit ceilings is necessary if the program is to accomplish its 
objective 


Submitted by Richard A. Lester, public member. 
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re ) mended ie nloyvment I ira e protection for the 2) millior C1lVIUaN 
emplovees of the feral Government I hope that vou will call the attention of 
ir legislature t he desirability of similar action to extend the protectior 

ufforded bv vour ¢« program to State and local government employees 
President is also recomme ling to the Congress amendment of the Federal 
{ e State rive new and newly covered emplovers the advantage 
experie e rating after 1 or more years of coverage under the program, instead 
‘ e 3 ore years 1 required In addition, he is making certain 
proposals to the C ress which will safeguard State unemployment funds against 
and permit more adequate financing of employment security 

1d tratio 

The President has also directed attention to the fact that the present statutory 
benefit aximums under State laws have resulted in too high a proportion of 
units getting less than 50 percent of their weekly wages. Only by raising 
hese maximums in line with the rise wages and living standards can the pro 
gram serve its purpose of providing sufficient purchasing power to aid in assuring 
an adequate benefit to the worker for loss of earnings and to effectively help it 
curbing economie decline. His report describes, as a desirable goal of the program 
that maximum weekly benefits e raised “* * * so that the payments to the 


great majority of the beneficiaries may equal at least half their regular earnings 











In his Economic Report the President has also called attention to the 
tance f assuring longer pe riods of u empl yvinent Insurance protector 
needed ce ( nemployme CASE olume, it also increases in dura 
tion for the individual. The President has urged that all States provide 26 weeks 
of benefit iniformly to all eligible claimants, in order to assure that even in a 
a Y isiness downturn most yvorkKkers would remal protected DY the progran 

| they could find other jobs 

\t its most recent meeting in January the Federal Advisory Council on Employ 
n Security took action supporting the President’s recommendations on im- 
proving veeklvy benefits. The Council recommended that in each State the 
maximum weekly benefit amount should be equal to at lecst 60 to 67 reent 
the State’s average weekly wage 

Recognizing that these are matters for State rather than Federal acti I 
suggest that vou evaluate the protection afforded by the provisions of your State 
law as ec mpared with the goals me ntioned above \t the same Time of « urse, 
you will wish to make sure that qualifying requirements are such as to assure that 
onli vorkers 1n fact attac ed to the labor foree are entitled to benefit 

he rength of this program is of great interest and concern to the Feder a 
well as to the State governments It is one of the more Important measure 
along with credit and debt management, tax and lending measures, foreign trade 
farm and publie works plans—which the President referred to in discussing the 
Nation’s economic growth and stability. Unlike some of those mentioned, thi 
program is one where vigorous and farseeing State action can do much, direc 
and immediately, to promote the Natior s economic health. [ should like to lene 
my efforts to help achieve close collaboration between the Federal Government 
and the States in this cooperative effor 

| Bureau of Employment Security of the Department is furnishing material 
to e head of your employment ecurity ageney which should be useful in evalu- 
ating the adequacy of the benefits provided under your unemployment. insurance 
law | all also be pleased to keep vou informed from time to time on thi 
progr of those measures which the President is proposing for congressional 


action and other developments pertaining to the « mployment securi y progran 
Yours very truly, 
JAMES P. MircHeLuL, 
Secretary of Labor. 


SUMMARY TABLES ON MAXIMUM WEEKLY BENEFIT AND DURATION PROVISION 


\\ ) t vere fir paval inder the State ine ple rie ance 
States but 3 provided a maximu week benefit amount S15 In 

| ( 1M ga 4 l is Sl6:) W yon g the i n was S18 
B el 39. 3 additional Stat Ala Rhode Island, a [ th) had 
sed tl \ 0 $16 wh Ca rnia, [dah und Louisiana raised it te 

SIS It I CC red workers 77 per ent Wwe emploved the 42 State 
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4s illustrated in table 1, maximum weekly benefit amounts had e! 
above the original limits in most States bv the close of World War II b 
December 1945, only 10 States had retained their original $15 maximums 
19 States, with 45 percent of the Nation’s covered workers, prt led for $20 
maximums; 31 percent of covered workers were employed in States with ma 
ranging from $21 to $25 

As of the most recent date (December 1953), 42 States with almost 90 peres 
of the covered employment have basic maximums of $25 or more; in 17 o f 


the maximum is $30 or more. 
Table 2 shows the maximum amounts provided as of the close of 1939 and 1953 
the average weekly wages of covered workers for calendar years 1! 








and the respective ratios These data indicate that since week res have 
increased at a greater rate than did the maximu'ns the respecti\ s have 
declined in each of the States In 29 States, for example, the present ratio of the 
maximum benefit to average weekly wages is 40-49 percent, and ( vy 3 States 
is the ratio as great as 50 percent; in 1939 all but 2 States had ratios of 50 percent 


or more 


20 to 39 
49 to 49 


50 to 69 


70 and over 


In using these data, it should be noted that the average weekly wage data 
pertain to the wages of all covered workers, including those whose earnings are 
insufficient to entitle them to the maximum weekly benefit 
able, the comparison would be made on the basis of average 
those claimants eligible for the maximum The 
somewhat lower. 

If the States were grouped by their 1953 maximum weekl, 
is noted that the ratio to weekly wages declines as the maxin 





$30 to $35 $ 43 





$99 ty $95 


$20 32 

Increases in the maximum weekly benefit amount provided under State u . 
ployment insurance laws have been accompanied by a rising proportion of pay- 
ments at the maximum amount In 1939, for example, roughly one-fourth of all 
payments for total unemployment were issued at the maximum; during 1952 the 
percentage averaged 55 (table 3) and ranged from about 4 percent in North 
Carolina to 85 percent in Alaska hese proportions are somewhat higher if we 
examine data on the number of claimants at the maximum because the data on 
number of weeks compensated are weighted downward by the duration of pay 


ments made at the lower weekly amounts. Thus, during the most recent period 


available, 58.8 percent of claimants were el 





gible for aximum weekiy benefits 
These percentages are arrayed by size in table 4. Here it is noted that in If 
States, including a number of highly industrial areas, the ratios exceed 70 per 
while in 13 others they range from 60 to 69 percent 
Table 5 contains figures on the hypothetical may im weekly benefit a 
at given percentages of average weekly wages. ‘Thus, if the maximu 
established at, for example, 60 percent of average weekly wages in covered - 
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TABLE 3 Proportion of weeks compensated and claimants eligible for the maximum 


amount,' calendar years 1939 and 1952; and 12-month period ¢ nding 





S ( 4D 
Proportion of week ( I I 
i at for t ; of 
ployment at max 
weekly Denefit a 1 elgidl 
I ix 4 
Sta eek] hene 
fi unt 
19 with 
139 2 1952 "1 ‘ 
‘ ] f sept 
0, 1953 
& i 8.8 
‘ 1 
Al s 84. { 9 
A 2.4 l is 
Ar $ 
( x 
( ; s 
6.4 
1.7 1 t 
( } 
H 8 15.8 
Id ) ~ ) 
I 17.8 ¢ 
I 67.4 
| { ( ) 
} § ( 
Ke s.4 
Ta f } 64.8 
M 6.1 ~ 18 
M f 8 8. 
y ] s 4 
NI 29 18 26. 6 
NT { ) 
A 14.8 4 
At OR 4 { 77.8 
~ 66. ¢ 68. 4 
25. ¢ 6 ) 
N York 53.4 ) iS. 3 





O R ¢ ) 68. f 
( . ) 69.8 f ) 
( i 61.2 
} +f ( 4 , 
I 16.8 76.8 76. 
® 75.8 
1 ) 6. ( 14.3 
f 36,7 17. 4 
Is 1 t ey ty ~~ 
I 5 a7. 7 79 5 
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\ 59 ( 18 
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\\ 14 43 41.9 
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i 7 "9 ] "9.2 
I ts’ allow $ 
) ) ent p entsat “$15ormore,”’ Percentages shown for the 9 States in the maximun 
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TABLE 8.—Number of claimants exhausting wage cre ‘io to first pauments 
hy State alenda jea 1949. 19 


40 
Stat 
f | i ' 
N q \ ber 
Total 34 ) . f I 8 
A lat 1 4 s 8, 824 } + 
Alaska 2 j } yn 
Arizona 4,424 $ } 2.4 
Arkansa t . S48 
California o, U4 y 2 
Colorad¢ 1,377 4 S09 ) 
Connecticut i s ) } ~ 
Delaware 44 4.8 s { 
District of Columbia 4 
Florida 8, 193 1 ) { 
Geor 37. 004 47.4 ) g 
Haw 5 5 
Idahe +, 3 S 
Il 1,374 
lr ina 2 t 
low ) O4 Q 
Kansa x 
V 2 2 . { { 
Louisiana 138 ) 
M 1¢ 14,18 9 \ 


M igar 8 { $ \ X 
Minne x g 
Miss I RAR 





ew York 83,8 8 
wth Carolina ) 
Dakota 6 Q 
Oo 412 "i , 
Okla ‘ », 364 j 5 
()y yT » "ML & ‘ 9 
I I lvania } 
+, 09 { 8 9 
16. 608 8 { s 
ag) 
1 Exhaustions for calendar year as percent of first payments for 12 mor i e1 n September 
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Excerp? Deauinc With UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE FROM THE REPORT OF THI 
RESOLUTIONS COMMITTEE ADOPTED BY THE 20th NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON 


The 20 \a il ¢ ( oO thor | lation is as dedicated as are the 
E und ecretary of Labor to the all ince of a healthy and pros- 
per he mifer ( ) unds and I orts tl ste; s ev have 
pr ed r wd ma i ( ) ryudit 

Gi le] from Siate la urtime 1 labor in 41 
sta i Per ( es I { - I \ e experience 
\\ the « lk ent cond of llio of Ame ners, a major 
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vVhich this Republic na Hecone 1 grea i i 
commodity, that free coll e barga r tM i 
harmony in which free enterprise a I { 
that the best antidote Oo e pro ( I 

power in the hands of all Ame i 

industry and keep the wheels of business ! 

No better means of expar ding purchasing i i ( ’ | 

vigorous enforcement of sound labor standards ( r¢ ] 

ms it support f a floor under ages ra [ I il 

ntee suitable job standards for the Nati th and 

etition with rightful employment for ad rs a f 
sound standards of industrial safety and health, of rkmen’s compensat a 
unemvlovment insurance, a 1 better ag a ( v ( j ( TO vTa 
labor We commend President Kisenhower for wal ‘ i the deteriorat 
employment situation throughout the country and - ea ess to re ! 
such means as are at the command of the ¢ I W ! f 1 pa 
ticularly his proposals for an expanded publi rogram to pre le ¢ 
ment and increased business activities and we re e Congres 
necessary appropriations immediately to carr 4 P Le 

In harmony with these reaffirmatio f 1 ‘ 
and current problems of wage earners and makes the f gr \ 

] Unemplovment is a problem nationa ara rand rT rea 
Ing The re has been a tendency over the past severa a to CAKE A j el 
mine Federal participation in, and luence over, the present Federal-S 
program of unemblovme t compe SATLO | i j 
available for administration of State inem, lo ent mpensa a 
inadequate and have resulted in delaving payn t of f bv | er 
of weekly reporting Increases in the load of initial and 
benefits have resulted in a mounting backl f Ln and delavs a 
The refore be it 

Resolved, That this conference endorse the reques i e ( 
a supplemental appropriation of $18 million needed to reestablis} ( rep 
ing, keep current the claims load and meet obligations for wage and salary ad 
ments incurred by the State administrators; and be it further 

Resolved, That the conference oppose the f H. R. 5173 t 
form and support amendments thereto which would provide f grants to 
distressed States instead of loans and (6) eliminate automatie distribut rf 
earmarked funds and, in lieu thereof, establish an adequate continge f 1 for 
administrative purposes which may be allocated eS ul State ) ( 
Secretary of Labor on the basis of demonstrated need i yniformity wit ( 
standards in the Social Security Act; and be it finally 

Re solved, That this conference respect tfully advis the Secretar of Labor that 
in its judgment, if H. R. 5173 were amended as her proposed it would strengthe 
the unemployment compensation program rather tha weaken It as the present 


bill would do, and request that the Secretar transmit this re utior 
appropriate committees of the Congress 

2) State unemployment benefits have failed to keep pace with ris 

costs and wage levels When first paid under the program, unemplovmer 
benefits averaged from three-fifths to two-thirds of average weekly wages paid 





covered employments, whereas they now average o about two-fift of st 
wages \t present from two-thirds to nine-tenths of wee benefit payme 
are at the maximum The impact of sharply rising unemployment is now 
severe because a large proportion of workers exhaust their rights before be 
reemployed, demonstrating the unrealistic character of maximum duratior 
periods The present inemployme! t compensati program does not eff 
sustain purchasing power because nearly 3'% million wage earners are excluded 
from State benefits since they work in small firms not covered by the ystem 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That this cor ference s ipport amendments to the Social Securit \ct 
to provide for the addition of the following Federal standards required of ea 
State: (a) maximum benefit amounts shall not be less than two-thirds of tl 
average weekly wage in covered employment; (b) duration of the period in whicl 


benefits shall be payable to eligible unemployed workers shall not be less tha 
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i ( ( ) ( ) er oO rie pl 
healt Piavthe 
That the conference respectfully ask e Secretary of Labor to request 
Cr ‘ the enactment of sucl ditional Federal standards 
I Outlook, CLO, Depart t of Education and Research, Vol. XIV, No. 8, Aug 


How THE MINORITY RULES IN THE STAT! 


e years ago the Supreme Court of Kentucky declared: 











ialitv is the basis of patriotism No eitizen will or ought to, love the state 
/ppress him; and that citizen is arbitrarily oppressed who is denied 
of representation with every other of the Commonwealth 
words could apply with considerable force to our Federal Government as 
ce millions of American citizens, as we have seen, are being deprived of 
representation in the Congress of the United States In the legislatures of 
ates, however, minority rule is becoming so oppressive and has become so 
I as taken on the nature of a national scandal. 
ho : the second class citizens in this underrepresented majoritv? They 
g in our towns and cities, savs the United States Conference 
LVé to the fact that the 59 percent of all Americans who were 
I ‘rs in 1947 elected only 25 percent ¢ f the State legislators 
) percent equals 25 percent is bad arithmetic—and bad government It 
st citv dwellers. but everybody.” 2 
i 64 percent of al Americ: live in rban center and each vear the 
rtion continues to rise. Yet the representation of city dwellers in most of 
i has hardly increased at all 
ke New Je ey, [or example, the most hea lv urbanized State 1 the Nati I 
ipper House of its State legislature sit 8 senators who represent 8 counties 
contain four-fifths of the population Outvoting them time after time are 
nators from 13 rural counties who represent only one-fifth of the population 
lor 
( ecticut, the city of Hartford with 177,397 people has 2 representatives 
ower House; the town of Colebrook with a population of 592 also has 2 
agrucultural Iowa, Polk County with 226,010 inhabitants—half of them living 
\Moine is allowed 1 senator in the upper hous Mahaska County witt 
2 people has 1 Che population of Polk County increased 30,000 between 
ind 1950; Mahaska lost 2,000. Representation? Still one eact 
( fornia, Los Angeles County with 40 percent of the population, is entitled 
perc it of the State senator 
Georgia, the 393,000 people who live in Fulton County (Atlanta) had 3 
itives in the lower House in 1947, Echols County (population 3,000 has 1 
1 legislator from Oregon spe for himself: 


pea 
resent 81,000 people A few desks away sits a senator from a realm of 
: ee 





rush and 1 and he represents 7,200 people This is the total 
f ] Any time there is a rolleall, regardless of the proposal 
ote 1 mine. The result, of course, is that each resident 
enator’s district in the backwoods has 11 times the voice in the State 
e of one of my constituents in Portland.” 

a rolleall of the 48 State legislatures and you will find minority rule almost 
ere. Study the facts about vour own State legislature. Cheek each 
ative in e senate and in the house against the number of people he 

nt Prepare to be shocked by what you find 


nerica is predominantly an urban nation—over 95 million people now live in 





he minority control over the city-dwelling majority goes 





vond the writing of State laws alone. It touches every level of govern- 
Federal, State and loca 
have already seen how the minority controlled State legislatures influence 
position of the National Government through unrestrained power to set 
tten borough Federal congressional districts within the State But that is 
| The city majorities are even deprived by the legislatures of local self- 
their own home towns. Not only are municipal gover nts controlled 
oO Ths itive Co 4 Nat Problem, CIO Economie Outloo July 19 
ft People, By tl Pe e, For the I ple amphiet ied by the United States 
MI | | W \ >. «© 
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Pretty Bad Arithmetic 


64% 36% 
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25% c.—- 


in their own actions, but the very existence of municipal governments must be 
authorized by the States from which they derive their power 

According to the | nited States Conference of Mayors, ‘So ade tailed is State 
control of municipal affairs that in a 20-year period, the New York State Leg- 
islature made 550 amendments in the charter and passed 1,002 special acts relating 
to New York City alone.” 


IN THE BEGINNING, JUST A LITTLE UNDERREPRESENTATION 


How, in a great democratic nation, could such a distortion of government “by 
the people come about? And why does this injustice continue to this day? 

The answer can be found in the resistance of people and institutions to the 
changes which the growth of America into an urbanized industrial giant has 
long made overd ic 

When the Original Thirteen States adopted their State constitutions, the 95 
percent of the population who lived on isolated farms and in scattered tiny 
villages were closely tied to their own townships and counties. In that day, it 
was not surprising that they wanted each township or county to have one repre- 
sentative in the State legislature. In the majority of States today, this form of 
area representation generally by counties, has become established, at least in the 
makeup of 1 of the 2 houses of the State legislature 
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One of Many Examples 





SPEAKING FOR THE») 
177,397 PEOPLE OF 

HARTFORD, WE CAST 
2 VOTES IN FAVOR 
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AS REPRESENTATIVES 
OF THE 592 PEOPLE OF 
COLEBROOK, WE CAST 
2 VOTES 


seripictiati 









CONNECTICUT LEGISLATURE 














Economic Outlook, ClO EACH @ 0 PEOPLE 

Back in 1790 when only 5 percent of the p a Has of over 2500 
urban areas were so few and their po ut ve! ma this area formfof 
representation involved only a \ 1 

Cities did have representation, however, and in the nd Hou ‘ . 
had the full number to whi their population entitle 1 then | 36 nd 
house, like the House of teprese tatives ol Federal G ern t as often 
set up to reflect ‘peopl rather than territ« e t ip r counties 
Under most State constitutions seat ( | uise were to be reapp 
tioned at regular intervals—usually every 10 vear » that shifts populat 
within the State would be taken into account 

As the constitutions of the 48 States wet rit te 1 patter f vislat 
representation, somewhat like our Federal syst rged ( e based 
on area, the other on population. While in some States the systen aries sub 
stantially from this pattern—and in detail no o State systems are alil both 
area and population represe! tatio beeame iracte State g}S- 
latures. 

rODAY: A MOCKERY OF DEM¢ 

But America would not stand stil Che age of the frontier and the fl ock 
and a nation predominantly made up of farmer passed awa\ America’s 
millions began to move to the cities and today a ajoritv of us ve there 

But the system by which State legislatures are elected has virtually remained 


the same. 

Look at what this means 

In State after State ‘‘area’’ representation based on townships or counties has 
made a mockery of representative government 

Although some States have modified their constitutions and now allow large 
counties 2, 3, or a few more additional senators (or combine 2 or 3 of the smallest 
counties into 1 senatorial district), the frustration of equality of representation 
continues. : 
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|} WAS ELECTED GOVERNOR 
BY A MAJORITY OF THE 
STATE'S VOTERS, AND 

HERE'S WHAT THEY WANT 






WE lait 
DISTRICTS, NOT 


VOTERS 
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SAY NO / 
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STATEMENT OF PuBLIC MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERGOVERNMI AL 
RELATIONS OF THE FEDER ADVISORY COUNCII 
Kxcerpt on benefit standards 
rest of the Federal Governme inl ¢ nploy { ( ivTitv Nas been evi- 
de ib billions of dollars appr« ated by (x ress to alleviate unemploy- 
I {uril 1930 b ASSA f the agner-Peyser Act of 1933 
to } j elopment of a wide net I of Stat ind local employ - 
t adopti f Ill and IX e Social Securit Act in 
193 late State ver enact unempl ( ympensation laws, 
wd i LV and V of the Ser ( ; Readjust: \ct ¢ 1944 and titles 
IV ar VI of the Vetera Rea tment Assistance Act of 1952 Che broad 
ntere f the Federal Gi I ng ploy c“Imizing 
produ I ploy I and ir isl! power has al 1 in the 
Emph ( \ct of 1946 

I} ajor concerns of the Federal Government it ne surance 
StUt ) 1 » be t if followings 

l i hie nstrument of unempl ent in ranece ha come the accepted first 
li lefense against loss of in¢ ie to wl plovment, and provision should 
be made that it will be so used al arts of the country This interest stems 
from the Federal Government cor rn with the well be ng of the working popu- 
lation and with the maintenance fa nimum flow of purcha g power to 
promote economic stability. 

a. 2 vestment and liquidation of able unemployment insurance reserve 
funds has a significant impact upon the functioning of the banking system, the 
security markets, and the fiscal policies of the National Government 

3. The Federal Government has a direct 1 sponsibility for and interest in 
carry out the national obli on to veterans for the payment of unemployment 
benefits for readjustment to civilian life 

he national interest in the employment service grows out of the following 


considerations: 




















l Vt portance o ( ; } 
I 

and ef] e of eN ul ut : 
comparable basis with respect to emplo nt pportul es throug 
country and having facilities for the la i 3 8 19 
This consideration, important at all t t ur unt period i 
or emergency, whe ( il anpower t ed for the pur 
national security. 

2. ‘The importation of for ! or re rea 7 ' . ‘ , 
agreements and arrangs ent Vil t fOr ; { ( rnead and @ 
review of compliance with le ag l-upon labor standards, w 
Federal Government is in a position t xecute 

3. By virtue of « ( nal | la t | GQ 
bilities for m sé re i il p { 

‘ inevitabl volve it in « slo ea 
| © vddit c or 1 t t ( i < | 
ery p i ( to | il ( | arly 
e 1a i } ( ( 1 p i ilteete 
i ti inde th p ( { 1 es « 
be 1 i { » { 2 ( i it l ita 
L(y eo 1) ‘ I j ( 
recomme latio f cha ( od 

Holding these \ egard the t QD 
ind the empl ( ( ( e re 1 I 
State te l ldition to those pror | ( t { 
report 

FIT ) AX ) 
an ] 

he Federal statut be soit 

der State la | i 1 
in re 1 to level ecovere D ( j Sta ) | 
b e { itlo f press¢ ¢ sO i ( i ( {J 
unemploved ers 
\ tia re / 

be absence of ( t 
object O i ( : , i 
{ iw cove Be ( 
~ t ( have failed t benefit \ 

1952 a nt | » ¢ ] tt 4 i ( { 

veraged two-fift iverage Wi 
state nh t« ( ‘ ‘ 
low 

2. The temps 

empl ed aft ( ( 
will ] bted ‘ | yr ‘ f } j 
| h the t t j S 
thy | rey ente hy ; \ 

State ( ri 1 ( re 
Wit i el eo 

- ( ’ ) ; 
i d ( t t i 
cf { I t T i 
the program carri out it D1 lve 
Pecommendation 

The Federal a ( ta i 4 

1 1x t suff ( \ e cred t | f State ( 

} ‘ T eee t t | 
a iliica pe . ( ( ( nt 
rights. 
Ss ] ortinag statement 

l As explained above, the Federal Gover “nt as a direct interest the 
conditions for benefit payment in the li lual State Ss ad jua l 
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ta ira id i i Oo State 4 ( travene the a pyectl 
ot ti! Dp i 

2. In the absence of I tandards, there has been a tendency for States to 
expand the list of disqualif gy acts and to increase the severity of disqualificat.on 
penalties for the purpose of protecting employers’ accounts from benefit charges 
Denial of enefits t ichieve tax-rate credits and reductions Is t ) pervert the pur- 
poses of the employment compensation program and to limit or eliminate some 
of the beneficial aspects of the progran 





The tax offset (additional credit) standards in the Federal Unemployment Tax 
Act should be relaxed ) pe it the g g of such credit if a State reduces its 
ivelage tax rate below 2.7 percent nly for all employers in the State, pro- 
viding that, in the judgment of the State, the 2.7 percent tax rate is unduly high 

it to benefit re ements 
‘ ) femeéen 

1. Under existing statutory limitations, the only way a State cau reduce its 
average tax rate while still enabling its employers to qualify for the additional 
cred nae he offset arrangements 1 mn the basis of each individual emplover’s 
past experience th unemployment “or other factors directly related to unen 
pl 

2. We ec ler it an unwarranted exercise of the Federal power to deny to the 
Sta ( t to reduce their contribution rates in a manner that seems appro 

ite T thie providing that it involves no special threat to benefit payments. 
The present Federal standards governir additional credits are tantamount te 

f experi ( all of the State Federal fiat 
We sec Oj tification in terms of the national interest for this Federal restri on 


| of act of the States 


Mr. Foranp. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kean. Mr. Carey, just before Mr. Forand questions you, I do 
notice from this blue chart that the average weekly benefit for total 
inemplovment in New Jersey is higher than any other State in the 
Union. Mr. Forand 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Carey, first of all, let me compliment you on 
vour statement. As usual you have brought out the facts and laid 
them out in very plain English for everyone to understand. I also 
Want to express to you on behalf of the coauthors of the Forand bill 
our thanks for placing the CLO definitely behind the bill. It is one 
of those cases where the American Federation of Labor seems to go 
along with us. They have given us an endoresment of it 

| believe that the bill is a step in the right direction and you have 
set forth an analysis and interpretation of that which we are trying 
to bring out in this legislation and you have done it better than we 
have. Thank you so much 

Mr. Carry. Thank you, Congressman, but the thanks should be 
directed to you and the cosponsors because the people of labor that 
follow these situations that seriously affect the ability of our Nation 
to defend itself are grateful to the sponsors of the Forand bill. 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Textile Workers Union of America be permitted to file a brief on these 
bills within the next 1 or 3 days and that it be incorporated in the 
record 

Mii Ky AN, Without objection, it is sO ordered 

The brief referred to follows 
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TESTIMONY ON BEHALF O rl 
Support or H. R. 9430 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE TWUA 


THE CRISIS IN THE TEXTILE INDUSTRY TEXTI UNEMPLé tENT W \ B 
AUTOMATICALLY IMPROVED BY RETURN OF GEN B NI PROsPI 


Textile is again a s 
For a long and we: Si 
way up to the postwar period—that is right after World War II 





industry was one of the Nation’s most serio cial and « non prol 7 
Therefore, we sa the present Line n textiles sar irre! of a 

whose causes are basically verv much the same as t ev h caused tl rlier 

ailments of this important and basic lusty \s was p ted out so ¢ ur bh 


the New York Times in its editorial of June 7, a general r ul of busin 


perity would not of itself insure ar substantial mea re f recove fort 
industry. 








Congress and the administratior most serious rapple wit! +} ’ 
roblem of economic maladjustment the tent lusty his w ' 
legislative and Executive action in several differet hela 

One immediately, t and nece ul act } ( ore r f f 
the unemploved textile workers, and to help the r or lerable are f our 
economy where textile plants are located t untia ' ' 
standardization of our unemployvt t compensation lav 

As one of the principal affiliat f the Congress of Industrial Orga 





the Textile Worke1 ric: 
H. R. 9430. introduced by Repr kori teres A ry 
members of the Ho ( f Represe tet ‘ 











This union advocates passage of H. R. 9430 is a r essar} f 
our tov.al economy during this period of mount I ent and a 
delayed measure of social justice In addit oint t that ther 
be a verv special value to the re lv l1 text rker tt 
380 States who have been suffer y var i : 
ticular h of tl industry, f i ( t 
products which the plants mar ct 
~ Jt is not appr priate t tate + { { ‘ 
th hole range of t f ¢ { \"\ 
cert ispects of these diff t < 
me both of the ( 
the number of we which 1 

For stance: Or portant | ( t 
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In addition to the displacement of natural fibers by synthetics, the textile 
ion of nontextiles in various household 





industry has suffered from the subs 
and industrial uses. Plastic film has made major inroads in the upholstery 
fabric market and in automobile seat covering and door paneling. When added 


to the earlier displacement in window and shower curtains and tablecloths, these 


developments assume major importance 


““WOOLENS AND WORSTED IN BAD SHAPI 


Failure of the wooiten and worsted bral ch of the industry Lo protect its com 
petitive position stands in marked contrast to the success of the cotton interests 
in improving their styling, finishing, and merchandising. With Government aid 
in studying the properties of cotton and its potential uses, growers and manufac- 
urers cooperated in developing new processes and staging an effective propmotion 














campaign. Research is needed in the wool field to improve its qualities with re- 
pect to shrinkage and mothproofing. Fabric design has lagged behind the times 
as domestic mills generally gave up the initiative to foreign producers. While 
many woolens have been stvled to meet the shift in consumer preference toward 
casual wear worsteds have not vet been adequately adapted to this trend Many 
mi are also unable to compete because of obsolete plant and equipment. The 
woolen and worsted industr vill have to bestir itself to meet the growing chal 
f the newer syntheties Creative answers must be forthcoming to the 
prot posed by product design, technology, merchandising, and sales promo 
MILL LIQUIDATION 
I ite of 1 liquidations increased substantially in the last 2 vears, leaving 
i train of ghost towns and some 50,000 jobless workers agement deficiencies 
hich had been glossed over in the textile booms that fe World War II and 
\ i ir were glari! exposed by intensified competitior Companies 
kholders enjoved a bonanza in dividends from highly profitable opera- 
446-48 and »1 found that their failure to plow back sufficient funds 
plant a lipment left them at a serious disadvantage in 1952-53 
ce of cutting costs pe nial problems for which they had n 
Dr rea ( ind ma ml were forced out of business 
FINANC] MAN PIO. \ ) OME CLOSIN( 
\ | lasare of rate schemes by manag 
u iXl NMnNAancia i Che welfare of VO! ! who had 
1 i r port t! - > the | i ored in the ithless 
if re t | phole ur i 1Aa\ ler rie capital 
i i i 1 i ( 1 plant ure ixed at only 2¢ pere t com- 
pared ima ! { > percent on ord i nceome No econsideratior 
i ( e fate ( \ conomie life depended upot 
D f tl | oO} zed to exploit 
( ther part ‘ ! ( acquisition Of me plants a d 
p maid fort lustry-! I rhi ised their tax-exempt author 
o fl cipal bond 
i pressure for cost reduet in the last 2 years resulted in the 
venditure of over $500 million for plant improvement and expansion. The 
post War expal n program had been completed by 1951 so subsequent 
capital expenditures were concentrated in improvement of existing facilities 
Alt the industry has spent more than $3% billion on new plant and ma- 
‘ since the war By the end of 1953 more than half the gross value of the 
Cal tal ass i adk \} pos ul tallations 
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rRY | ) 

Along with improved tec olog the textile 1 a ra 
methods of op rating along tl! lines of tl ost oder \ 
Centralized controls hav been lostituted over ched and prod 
svstematie checks Imposed o qualit la a i bee I 
provide a straight-line flow ot pr uC Ol Nate é a ll as 
reduced to a minimum and, where actuall a ul ( wiiecal i 
been substituted for labo Tech a tra ’ 
engineers have combined to tighten labor standard \la yur 1 ‘ 
substantially increased With the decline 7 t+ t f 1953 
companies pared their overhead and work force Demands for , se] 
assignments for workers we! re merous tha 


To protect the industry from further destructior TWUA L953 re 
the United States Tariff C« pr 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade which author 1 ra 
and worsted fabries when imports exceed the trigger } f 5 reent of 1 
tion. This request was rejected on a technicality { 1954 
again urged the commission to raise the 
as imports in any weight category reach 5 pere 
“While woolen and worsted imports have | f 
the only textile item which the United States expor ! ipbstantia la ( 


ymmission to implement a prov of the General 





have been dropping sharply ents of « ‘ 1 { S02 
million square yards in 1951 ! 1952 and 630 19 : 
drop of 21 percent in 2 years. I irkets ft cot 1 ec ( 
tracting as domestic textile iz i ( 

areas of the world. Japar ha expa i 

where their exports excee d those of the nited State (irea 

is also geared to supply a larger portion of the world « ' marke 

[ nited States therefore faced a shrinking fore 





recovery in textes 


‘In Lawrenee, Mass vhere re ’ »() 


was unemploved as a result of wool 


preference for distressed area obta Gov | 
administration s polieyv of set r a le part f 

areas had not been sufficient because of the 

matched. At the end of 1953 President | 

strengthening the set-aside prograt ass 
support before any alleviat could b vo! 


not his intention to offer special assistance 


conditions throughout the Nat re 
in Lawrence and other har I C) 





( plovme ' 1 weel ’ ‘ 
compilation ¢ es the I ( ( } ! 
point in Feb 1951 és , ; \N 
sav to this co ( ha \ 
According to the . ther oii 
in the United Sta twee ke QOH] \ O54 of 2 
drop average wee in- I its 
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is been privileged to see the preliminar findings of this irvey which w 
helallv released in the next couple of weeks Che facts we summarize here 
t roneoutt eftormal report 
Che investigators interviewed 131 individuals who were laid off over a year ago 
as aresult of mill closings 
Of thi number only 29 percent have found new jobs This investigation did 


ot inquire into the type of employment or the rates of pay obtain d by this group 





ol workers But from past experience In similar situation, we can be positive that 

not all, of these workers are now employed in less desirable jobs and at a 

ver seale of ig tha I earned when they it in their former place of 
emplo ent 


ighteen percent of the 131 persons in this group have retired from the labor 




















market and are not looking for work This does not mean that none of the 
individuals no longer need jobs; it simply means that they have given up the 
search for reemployment 
lifts two percent of the total are today unemployed after having been laid off 
for longer than 12 month 
Thirt ix percent of these 131 men and women have not been able to find a 
paid job of any kind for even 1 day during this period of over a vear All of the 
21 nt tha ss are actively looking for work and have done every- 
possible t luring all these long, weary montt ince their plant 
UO JUSINESS 
What these figures mean is that a small proportion of the 52 percent that are 
lay idle have picked up occasional jobs during the past vear, but tha the bull 
host vho are eet ork have not earned a cent from any kind of paid 
emy ri nee the ere first thrown on the labor market more than a vear age 
DURATION OF BENEFITS M BE I RI EI 
nembers of tl omim it te mus ee tron rhe hi res. which cer 
i ! mila 4 n other tile State it tl average duratl 
lie enefl A ( 1h 1 ) eu a \iaximum dura I Ol 
f t le | wd > weet | ie State e| yhel oO no \ 
mber of we Pherefor spa ident that practic 
( 2 pert I | ( ) 1 i oO Ine? ulever, except 
) | } Nt j ia lea oO! | ( i Ih) y ha nr 
mill 1 savir rta t i imMulatio nave 
( a 
H ire these } pl k] ve do not Know Wi Know that 
the! Teri i I tio ul t vr »D dest e their d rent sear 
I | eS l 1 eC! a 1 fact t it 2 ( 
I i r Mort er, II | i i relat ( I 1a St ( 
ting t selves and possil even goi to debt t t ur 
t funds 
iy lit this Rhode I wd rve ure ( t i earlier re} t alo 
( ippea B \\ for Mare 6 of t eA We ote 
\"\ \ 6 | und te en close door vhat ppens to 1 
' | e! Cha ’ ( O roughout Ne I und t 4 10 
tha fa oan has 1 4 a 
| ( I l part i the tor | ut ci iw! Ce 
Ma i re 1 { have ( pe I t ( 1 i I 
ita and f I on expanded mp ment ot lustre 
\\ t ened t eT 
] The Bureau ¢ B ( und EKeor ec Resear« 
Nor ( I B 1 | | I 4 ! or ad 1 ( 
\ ers in La ence i ( 1 broa t uunched al ta vear ro that 
ning to show mie erest res 
a I 1IT etl I \\ all HH \ Cl 1 ( ire ati t i SO far li CT it { 
7 5f rkers from 656 dated mill » Clb a woole n New Hampshire 
1 cott I ll la R eC! i d 1 cotto I } Li V¢ Ma Ss 
l ene um pie i a W fii¢ ate Cast idle proba \ 
confirm, show 
Most of se laid off were still in the labor force, either emploved or active 
SE g employment, though a few of the displaced worke1 mostly youns 


arried women or very old workers—dropped out within a vear 
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“More men than women had been reemp i, a S { 
age were having a particularly hard time find obs \ 
seekers, 80 percent were drawing unemplovme 

‘“‘Most of those with new jobs were in other t a 
work, or in established, relatively static ‘nongrowt 1 tries; 
few had found their way into newer, expanding growth industries a 
electronics, and the like 

“The majority of the reemployed were earning less than bef d 
been downgraded—from skilled to semiskilled, or from semis ed t ‘ 
classifications. 

“Most told interviewers they were unhappy in new jobs, in part Lu 
lower pay and rating, but also because they had lost s rity and sa 
opportunity for advancement 

“Shattered tllusion—According to Mierny tl findings explode a i 
has gained currency among New England busir nen and mar 
the last few vears: that growth industries, part irlv electronic ave | 
up a lot of the textile slack in unemplk ent Chat’s not e wa 
Miernyk says, commenti! 

* “In view of the recent public statements that New ngland 

* diversification of industry, we feel that t find S al 
Statements by persons it portant positions have created the crue 
new jobs are to be provided for the displaced t orker 

“Diversification helps, but new lus ( ar 
comers in the labor irket instead of thd 
the bureau’s findings. Of the first 756 
jobs in growth industries 

“Variations long with these general con eat ot tl fit 
veyed turned up some interesting sidelig 

“In Lowell, vounger male workers found , but t er 45 
age still were largely unen ploved after a vea ( all age i 
ing a harder time getting new jobs thar ( 

‘In New Hampshire, the woolen mill closed i one-factory town Ww a | a 
tion of 1,500, miles away from any fair-sized city Phe lled 200 
workers A leather prod icts firm oved int Lhe Du ling und 
part of the textite jobless But 2 vears after t shutdown, almost a 
200 laid off in the woolen mill were still out of work or the other 
who got jobs, the average period of unemploym« was about 5 

fhe picture of what is happening in the textile industry it we 
here is not a pretty on Indeed, it is an alarm { lat n and on na the 
view of the workers in the industry, cannot be further red 

Che Congress will be utteriy delinquent i PY 
to take at ieast the one important step to aid unemployed workers 


bodied in H. R. 9430 


Mr. Kean. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Saptak. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Kean. Yes, Mr. Sadlak 

Mr. Saptak. Mr. Carey, on page 4 of the copy of your testimony 
given to us in the second paragraph you say 

The Reed bill itself is directed toward cha ng s of t Federal 
which affect the States such as coverage and reduct f taxe 


However, in the next sentence you say 


The Truman administration recor ended a Federal standard Ly is 
introduced in the House by Congressman McCor Lc} 

What became of that bill? 

Mr. Carey. My purpose in placing that in the testimony was to 
show that there was general agreement, regardless of party for some 
improvements in social-security legislation. The bill that was 
presented by Congressman McCormack was not acted upon in a 
fashion that would have incorporated the changes that that bill 


suggested. 
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Mi SADLAK. One other question here Do you interpret th 
Forand bill to this extent: That it would pay benefits to those employ- 
ees who are out of work because of the removal of industries, say, 
from Rhode Island, Mr. Forand’s State, down into Mississippi? 

Mr. Carey. If we establish Federal standards in a proper State- 
Federal unemploy ment compe nsation program as suggested in the 
Forand bill we would eliminate or at least reduce the ill effects of the 
runaway programs that are now in operation in several industries, 
like textile, and unfortunately even in the most profitable industry 
in the Nation, the industry I am privileged to represent, the electrical, 
radio, and machine industry. 

We have corporations that are using Federal concessions to establish 
plants in rural, remote, and southern areas, corporations like General 
Electric taking work out of Pittsfield, Mass., and opening plants in 
Rome, Ga., at extremely lower wage rates. 

Unemployment takes place in Pittsfield, Mass., as a result of that 
effort 

Of course, the corporation contends that there are only 2 percent 
less people emploved this year than last year, but they fail to present 
the case in the proper light: that raising employment levels in one area 
and at the same time reducing them in another still means that there 
is unemployment in that situation. One of the arguments used is 
tl at taxes would be lower mn Georgia than in \Iassachusetts In dealing 
with the unemploved, sO We would contend that the Forand bill does 
establish some methods by which there would be better standards, 
and competition on the misery of working people would in part be 
reduced in this competition that goes on between communities 

The electrical industry should expand. They should open plants 
in Rome, Ga., and in Anniston, Ala., and elsewhere, but they ought 
to do it with orderly growth and not for the purpose of reducing the 
standards, either in unemployment compensation regulations, or in 
wages, and other «onditions of employment. 

Mr. Sapuak. \.¢. Carey, of course, where the plant is moved, say, 
to another section of the country, then the other establishments there 


such es restaurants and so forth, which will suffer ought also to be 


, 


looked niter: is that not so? 
\Ir. Carey. Yes, sir. The expansion in our industry should be 
orderly and it would be desirable for our Nation that the corporations 


expand in these remote and rural and southern areas, but without 
creating injustices in the communities they are leaving 
Mr. SapLtak. One more question. Among the bills on which we 


are holding hearings and having this testimony today is one by my 
distinguished colleague here, Mr. Baker. He has introduced H. R. 
8585. I read vour testimony before you presented it and I tried 
to go along with vou. I did not hear any comment upon that bill. 

Mr. Carry. That is only due, sir, to the limitation of time. I 
served in Government agencies that dealt with questions of tariff 
and international trade and the purposes directed in the Baker bill, 
with which I am familiar in part, are good. The Baker bill does not 
go far enough in alleviating the conditions that will result if we 
should secure higher levels of international trade. I would suggest 
that we consider House Resolution 8585 introduced by Congressman 
Baker in the light of our reciprocal trade agreements and in the light 
of several other items. 
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I do not think we ought to leave as an example the certification 
up to the governor of a State that the unemployment grew out of 
the international trade or the effects of the importation of goods 
services from countries abroad, but | certainly appreciate the inter 
that Congressman Baker has displayed in that matter, and I thin] 
it deserves something more than the limitation imposed by a 10 
or 15- minute time limit to discuss matters as serious as that 

Mr. Sapuak. Mr. Carey, let me say this: That prior to your 
coming into the committee room the witnesses who preceded you cut 
down on their statements and in that way enabled you to get in unde! 
the wire this morning. 

Mr. Carey. | appreciate, Congressmat the time that I have, but 
it would be difficult Chere are actually four categories of bills o1 
this subject now before this committee here is the category lealing 
with Federal emplovees, the category dealing with Congressma 


Baker's bill, and the questions of the Reed bill, and of course ther 
the Forand bill. ‘There are those four categories. | must say to you 
that in studying and preparing for this presentation I did not limit 
myself to 10 or 15 minutes 

Mr. Kean. Mr. Curtis of Missouri 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri. Mr. Carey, I think everyone he 
with you in saying that this is one of the most serious problems that 


faces us. Our problem today is, as you probably know, that we h: 

the Reciprocal Trade Acts on the floor of the House at 11 o’clock and 
that is the reason for our situation her [ am particularly sorry that 
there is not more time because there ar many questions I would like 


to ask you in regard to your statement and other matters, and I shall 
endeavor to get that possibly by | 
There was one thing, though, that I wanted to ask you about n 


and it is the only thing that I am going to take the time on. On page 7 


‘tter or otherwise from you 


you point up some thing that was pointed ip vest rdav in 1} Les 
mony. You say: 
This has led to 
tax not becaus ev have actual { } t ) PCA 
have successfully | pt former ¢ | 


I was very alarmed to hear some testimony to that effect 5 terd 


Have you people ide a detailed Sstuay of that to know that this 
actually going on? That certainly is a violation of the law and the 
spirit of the law if employers are act ially dome that and | do not | 


like that mae without the details behind then 


to see general charges 
and I know you would not make them if you did not have th 

Is there a study available on that by your organization 

Mr. Carey. Each of our organizat ons of course, has information 
regarding this matter. We co ild easily wSSt mil le it Kor mstance 
the auto workers have information that I think should be at least 
presented and put in the record 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri Mr. Chairman, I would like to have any 
information on that subject in the record. Certainly if that is going 
on it is most reprehensible. 

Mr. Kean. Without objection it is sO ordered 

(The information referred to follows: 
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STATEMENT ON PENDING UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION AMENDMENTS BY THI 
INTERNATIONAL UNION, UNITED AUTOMOBILE, AIRCRAFT, AND AGRICULTURAI 
IMPLEMENT WoRKERS OF AMERICA, CIO 


The UAW-—CIO believes that the recommendations of President Eisenhower 
that inemployment compensation be extended to cover em} loyers of one or 
more employees is sound We also support the recommendations of the President 
with respect to the need for increasing the weekly benefits and expanding the 
duration of payments under State unemployment compensation laws. We 
believe, however, that experience has demonstrated that no substantial action 
can be expected if exclusive reliance is placed on State action. Action by the 
Federal Government is necessary if the President’s recommendations are to be 
incorporated into State laws 

It must be remembered that unemployment compensation in this country was 

e direct result of Federal action. Although in the 1920’s and 1930’s unemploy- 
ment compensation bills were introduced in most State legislatures, nothing 
happened until the Congress of the United States passed the Social Security Act 
of 1935 

[It was the passage of this act that led to the enactment of State unemployment 
compensation laws by all State legislatures by the end of 1936 

\t the time of enacting the original Social Security Act, the Congress incor 
porated certain standards which must be met by State legislation as a conditior 


¢ 





of permitting a tax offset to emplovers covered bv such law It was recognized 
that standards were necessary to assume that State laws were in fact unemploy- 
ment compensation laws. Justice Cardozo, speaking for the Supreme Court, 
ipholding these Federal provisions stated 


‘An unemplovment law framed in such a way that the unemploved who look 
to it will be deprived of reasonable protection, is one in name and nothing more.” 





With inereased unemployment, the Congress of the United States which was 

sponsible for the birth of unemployment compensation in this country must 
vain EXC! se responsibility to a ire that iInemplovment Compensation laws 
ur re nl ‘only hey afford workers protection by permit 
t ( tain a reasonable and decent standard of living during periods 
or u and through this maintain purchasing power to prevent further 

wrens 

The UAW-—CIO, on behalf of i 1.5 million members and their 3 million de 
end herefore, urges vour serious consideration and favorable enactment 
f H. R. 94380 introduced by Representative Forand and 80 other Members of 
the Hou 

Ni nee its inception has the Federal-State unemployment compensation 

ste been put to the test of meeting a serious economic reverse Shortly after 
the benefit payment provisions of State laws became operative, our country em- 


arked on an era during which time unemployment compensation was called upon 


only to function during infrequent periods of short-term unemployment 
Toda the economic picture is sharply chang d In What is considered one 
of the most dynamic industries in our economy—we now witness serious, wide- 
read, and pr longed unemplovment This recession in the auto industry is 
nationwide. Spokesmen for the industry and for the administration in Wash- 


ngton have tried to minimize its seriousness, but the facts cannot be glossed over 
in the automobile industrv, nationally, had 
leclined to 635,700 by March 1954 (the latest month for which figures are avail- 
able) from a peak of 830,700 in April 1953, a drop of 23.5 percent 

Of those still emploved, a substantial proportion are employed intermittently 


Production-worker en plovme! 


and short work wet 

In the agricultural implement industry, 109,600 were employed in March as 
compared to 151,600 in March 1953 and 161,700 at the postwar peak in June 1951 
Che decline from the peak amounts to 32.2 percent. 

Int State of Michigan, where the automobile industry is of major importance, 
the State employment security commission reports 208,000 unemployed in May. 
| Detroit, alone, there were 132,000 jobless workers 

As of April, the latest month for which data are available, employment in 
Michigan automobile plants was 446,000, down 19.8 percent from the same month 
a ir earlier 


Projections made by the Michigan Employment Security Commission indicate 
at automobile industry employment in the State will fall as low as 374,000 later 
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The failure of the Michigan Legislature to specifically meet the President’s 
recommendations cannot be discounted as the failure of a single legislature to 
neet desired goals The pattern of activity which developed during the course 
} 


of the legislative session indicates what will be the pattern in the forty-some 
State legislatures which meet in the calendar vear 1954. 
Opposition in Michigan to the President's recommendations was spearheaded 


by Ceneral Motors and the other large corporations Despite the President’s 


recommendation, the legislative proposal which was supported by these cor- 
porations provided only for an increase in the maximum weekly benefit payable 
to the worker with four or more children No inerease in the maximum benefit 
was proposed for the single worker or the worker with less than four children. 
The proposed maximum of $37 pavable to the worker with 4+ or more children 
represented oniv 42 percent of the State’s averave weekly wa°e—or from 18 to 
25 percent less than the 60 to 67 percent maxim reco rrended 

In addition the Preside t’s recommendatior s, as forwarded to the State by 
the United States Secretarv of Labor, were activels opposed by the chairman 
of the State Republican committee 

It is clear that these persons, so active in their support of the President dur 
campaign, will continue their attempts to torpedo the President’s legis- 


lative recommendations in the legis 














i ve halls The repro luction of the letter 
attached to this statement which was circulated by the Indiana State Chamber 
of Commerce on the letterhead of the General Motors ¢ orp. and over the signature 
of a vice president of this corporation only confirms this fact 

It is apparent, therefore, that if the administration is serious in recognizing 
the need for improvement of State unemployment compensation laws that such 
improvement can only be achieved by Federal legislative action. The unem- 
ployed people of America, their families and the businessmen who are dependent 
on their ability to purchase goods and services look for action and not words or 
pious suggestions to State legislatures. If this committee seriously believes that 
the substance of the President’s legislative program should be enacted it will 
recommend the passage of Federal legislation establishing Federal standards to 
assure that State unemployment compensation laws meet the standards incor- 
porated in H. R. 9430. 

In coming before this committee and urging the enactment of H. R. 9430, we 





recognize, of course, that an adequate unemployment compensation program is 
not the whole answer to the problem of providing economic security But un- 
employment compensation is an important part of the job of maintaining the 
he h, welfare, and dignity of the people and the productive strength which 


America will need in the fight now being carried on in the world. 


We want to emphasize that we do not consider this a substitute for other 
necessary positive steps to imsure full prod iction and full employment The 
record of the UAW-—CIO and of the CIO in urging action to implement the Em- 
ployment Act of 1946 and bring about full employment makes this abundantly 
clear No one will be more delighted than our members if the executive branch 
and the Congress move into high gear and take action that will bring about full 
production and employment and thereby result in a decline in the number of 
worker rec@elvilng unemployment compensation 

We can say honestly, that we have done all within our power to secure an 
adequate unemployment compensation program through State legislation action. 
The failure of the States having been demonstrated, we urge the Congress to 
enact into legislation Federal standards to assure that State unemployment 


compensation laws at least meet the provisions incorporated in H. R. 9430. 


ALLISON DIVISION, 
GENERAL Morors Corp., 
OFFICE OF GENERAL MANAGER 
Ind anapois, Ind., Vay rO. 1954 





Bla 

Demands of mine v groups that will be made at the next session of the Indiana 
Legi e would Indiana’s ta ost Vv manv millions of dollars Your 
taxes, both in the form of pavroll taxes for unemployment compensation and of 
( il taxes, definitely would go sharply higher 

Issues and the amounts involved in such fields as social security, personnel and 
labor relations, public welfare, educat and other phases of Government are so 
great and oft so complex that the facts must be presented to the publie forcibly 
nd ke wd l »y helo a re t} WIs¢ possible decisions 

For exampy | the field of social security, demands from labor unions already 


ave een made alling for the revision of Indiana’s unemployment compensation 
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Another case involved the Chrysler Co ) / | \ 
lecision was issued October 19, 1953, hold the © M 
was entitled to benefits Chrysle Cor} thr ts attorney Karl | 
was respor sible for at least 4 or 5 add tio al g petore the reteres it 
appeal board, and it was ot until April 138 954, that a fi 1 ae 
dered. The amount of benefits involved was o1 S29 
Such cases could be duplicated from many other Stat 
have been actions by companies whicl eT! lt i 
number of employees from receiving benefit his hee! lone 
during slack periods by leliberatel reating ( if prove ( 


among the employees, resultins 


fits to whicl 


workers are entitled 


Most of our troubles in unemployment insuran¢ rise from the 
for financing it The Federal Unemplovi t x Account 














to deduct from the Federal tax not i nat the i paid under St 
ployment in ice iv but also the ( t ' 
paying by the employer experience-rat pre s of t reer \\ ' 
are good and State reserves in the unemployment trust fur ure 
that States shoul int to reduce the ta 
Federal act permits them to dé » is on the ry 
past experience th unemployme 

All but six States measure such experienc t 
benefits paid to former employee lr} sa 
of a laid-off worker’s being obliged to claim be fit t affected 
emplover as by conditions in the labor market \ 
emplover’s experience would he at { 
the pavroll, not the amount of benefits | 1 for ! er 

But the present basis of experience ratit = proved wor 
It has given emplovers a reason to resist ] f benefits to t 
ince every claim paid cuts down their chance to get a red the 
Dbution rate kiven though t] enefits art 110 { 4 State 
benefits is likely to be regarded as a contest etwer the plover I I 
emplovee 

When the Social Security Act was passed, we ha » expel ne to t at 
unemployment insurance was likely to co The Social Secur 
therefore verv conservative in recommending to the States what benefit ar 
and duration should be. It was intended that benef should average a ist 50 
percent of wages. As wages and living costs have risen, however, the Sta a 
failed to make a corresponding increa in the p benefit Jenefits average 
11 percent of wage loss in 1939 but have falle1 3 cent 

Most States have increased the length of me dur ( } efit ‘ 


paid. but from 1946 through 1950 between 1 and : a Anta reached 
he end of this period every vear without finding work t is easy ft ag what 
would happen in a period of severe and general uner vmel! 
There has also been a steady increase it e ar int of wages and leng of 
1 


time a worker must have worked to be eligible for benefits And harsh eondit 





have been added that may disqualify a claimant 

Unemplovment insurance is intended to compensate for involuntary 
ment. Therefore a worker should be disqualified w is q his i 
without good cause, has been discharged for misconduct, or has refused able 
work. Twenty States, however, go beyond this and require that quitt 1st 
have been for good cause attributable to the employer These States disqualify a 
worker who has left his job because worl cond 3 wer det g | 
health or because he was obliged to move » another loecalitv or because he was 
offered a better job that did not materia ( State 1180 have hecome Nncreasil \ 
strict in denving benefits to workers « t! I nd that the ave ref i 
work. Often skilled workers are required to accep killed jobs 

The general Federal tax on pavyr« va nte 1 to rm dow! 
petition between employers n States tha ad u ! yment insurance i 9 { 
those that did not Actually, the effect of experie1 rat x has caused a 
situation. States are discouraged from trying to prove t r progral t the 
put the State’s emplovers at a competitive disadvar of 
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Exuipir No. 2 


Excerpt From CIO ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED SENATE Brit 1239 [NTRODUCEI 
BY STATE SENATOR TEAHEN IN THE MICHIGAN LEGISLATURE, 1954 












| 1 to apply for a jo f hich he has heen notified by the con 
on and 7s required to answe a equests for ar niervie his forn 
é oyer about 0 D : ne ty 2 
The pres nt law ho i jualifie a worker who refus 
is offered to h bv hi employer 
The proposed amendment would, in addition, permit a 
I lit \ | is laid off to report for interviews « 
tho t is not the emplovee’s regular job or a her job 
woul re ft vorker ‘ ! will to accept 
el to limit his 1 yest t ul pecihe JOD or JODs Or ( 
to orker the w s and other conditions of the jobs un 
emplover to send notices to come in for an interview ] 
worker! even though he mnilv has a few job openings 
| net effect is to give an emplover a string wit! which he ean continuously 
hara his former employe solely for the purpose of ig benefit rights 
The amendment is not ne sary where an employer hi: 1 fide job opening 
for the laid-off worker in view of the present provision which disqualifies a worker 


who refuses to accept a suitable job if offered to him by his employer 





Moreover, in requiring the worker to apply for work of which he has beer 
notified by the employment. servi¢ rather than only for work for which they 
direct him to anpli t destrovs the effectiveness of the employment service a 
Irie n for | ring together jobs and suitable workers It would result 
em] s who list job openings with the employment service being beseiged by 
job applicants who were told of job openings in the community when they r 
ported at the employment Service This vould b so even tho rh th empl 1e! 
service did not direct them to apply for the job because the nploy ment 


knew thev did not meet the employer specifications 


2 It requires a yrker to see vO en during periods of temporary layoff 

Che present law, which requires a claimant to register for work at the State 
employment service and to seek work, provides that in cases where a worker is 
laid off for a period of less than 30 days, the Michigan Employment Securit 
Com: ion may waive the requirement for seeking work. ‘This exception in 


the case of a definite lavoff of less than 39 davs was enacted in recognition of the 
fact that a worker who has been laid off for a week or two and who is awaiting 
recall DV his regular employer will not be hired by another emplover Che 
propo “] bill, however, re juires him to seek work unless the layoff is limited to 
15 davs even though it is known by both himself and the employer that he will 
not be hired. 


Che failure to engage in a meaningless search will result in a denial of benefits 
3. A worker is disqualified if he seeks workmen’s compensation (p. 60, line 110-113 


The present law in requiring a worker to be able to work and available for work 
means that no benefits are now payable to the worker who is so disabled as to be 
unable to perform a regular job. 

This proposal is aimed at the worker who is partially disabled but is still able 
to perform work for which he is qualified if he seeks to enforce his rights under the 
workmen’s compensation law. 

Any worker who is hired after suffering an occupational accident would be 
denied the payment of unemployment compensation during layoffs while he is 
receiving workmen’s compensation even though based on a prior accident which 
occurred at the plant of another emplover or under the laws of another State. 

This proposal can only be justified as an effort to use the threat of the denial 
of unemployment compensation to relieve employers of their liability under the 
workmen’s compensation law by discouraging the filing of claims under such law. 


Referen ire to pages and line numbers of senate bill 1239 as introduced but comments apply to bill 


amende 1 by s te labor committee. (Journal of the senate, March 3, 1954, pp. 508-510.) 
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4. It de i7é€$ O} educe benefits to workers comp ed to ret / per , ”? 


(p. 47, line 251, to pv. 51. lin 319 


A worker who voluntari retires under a per n pla ier the pr 


law, denied benefits based on wage credits ea i wit t over f 
he retired. There is, however, no auton ’ ) 
a pension. 
Workers who are forced to retire by their « p I pol i 1 a i 
retirement age are entitled to unemplo t satio f a 
available for work and seekin vor} 
The right of persons compe ed to retire t I ( ( 
negotiated in collective bargair | is agreed to I ratio 
the Teahen bill who are ho OOK! to the re ire ( 
ments they made to their workers It taken awa li 


». It broadens the disqua ‘fice ym fe 


8 is pe msions To any g 0d ca e Ct } ‘ ; 

The present law limits the denial of benefits i of disciy ul a 
suspensions to situations where the worker is g d ! ed 
the work. This is a much ore limited ba for denial of ef ‘ 
proposed amendment wt I lenies benefit du period of a di l ul 











layoff if the employer has a reason t for, e\ \ er is 
guilty of misconduct. 
A worker who cannot m« the Q@emand Da ilar ou ohn 
minor company rule has not commit Ce ected 
However, the employer coul | | 1’ 4 ee f acti 
pension or lavoff 
6. A worker denied henef a naar ! ( hy ) 
lion D od ) fh) / ov 1 
The pr sent law enies benefits to worke I re ys f 
they receive vacation pay Recent appeal 
lished the right of workers to unemployme! mpensation if t] ar en- 
titled to vacation pay or ¢ ring perl S or ¢ om { wi hich are - 
laterally Cesignated as a vacation by the 
This bill woul’ overrule these Cecisions, de | sto worke wl 
receive vacation pav and permit the employ: tilling a lavoff acatior ) 
deny benefits to workers laid off for lack of 
?. Retroactive pay, call-in pay, termination, and s 1? pau a / 
for time not worked d Sq salifyu a ort , henef, llo er, the 
bill does not make these payments ades ; henef » ’ ) i- 
poses (p. 69, line 17, lo p. 70, line 35 
This propose | amendment reveals the biased ture of the Teahen bill A] 
though it states that payments such as call-in pay, severance and retroactive pay 
are wages for th purposes of « enving a worker bD efit luring the eriod of ne n- 
ployment for which he receives the payments, it does not make these pay nts 
wages for tax purposes, nor does it peri it a worker to accumulate any benefit 
rights based on these payments 
8. It requires that to be eliqible for benefits, a worl al the time of ftli his ! be 
not disqualified or subject to a? { disqualificatio p. 08, nes ‘18 fo 21 
This might mean that until a final decision is mate by th yurt as to 
whether a worker has committe! a cisqualifying act, he could for bene- 





fits during later perio’s of unemployment even though there is no question but 
that the later perio’? is properly compensable 


9. It provides that referees’ hearings shalt be de novo and that the feree shail conside 
claims for weeks other than those involved in the appeal (p. 6¢ nes 24 to 83 

This permits an employer to appeal or raise on appeal any new issue, even 
though not referred to in the initial Ceterminatior It means that a worker has 
no way of knowing at the time of an appeal what grounc's will be raised by the 
employer for protesting the payment of benefits. 

It also permits an employer at an appeal from a specific redetermination to 
question the right of a worker to receive benefits for other weeks not covered by 
the recetermination appealed from and about which no protest was mace 

All these offer more technical advantages to the employer to protest the pay- 
ment of benefits. 
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l ] [ one ) not lo ( é ort 
i Take ] ak aie ey s athay ox } 
f to f } 

TI means that if a worker is laid off and goes to another labor market area to 
eek work or refuses a job—even one which the commission recognizes as unsuit- 
able ne com + n would have to make a new determinatio1 as to whether the 

e! neeting all requirements of the law before they could pay or continue 
pav be fits to the claimant 

In addition to meaning dela n the payment of benefits, this offers additional 

tie ( plove pre he payment of benefits 
11. By raising the minimum eliqit ty req ements it ¢ its off from benefits the lowest 
rk f , | 0 6h : , 

Che bill raises the minimum eligibility requirement from $8 for 14 weeks to $15 

for 14 | 
/ ae fhe ¢ ( ne at qg prot ons of the present la along t} rhe pro- 
) n House b 128 vetoed by the Governor in 1958 (p. 8, line i. to p 

The basie purpose of this change is to reduce the revenues of the Michigan 

ipl ent security fund from those which would be collected under provision 

present lay It permits the minimum rate of employer contribution to br 

| from | percent of payroll to one-tenth of 1 percent—a tax savings of 90 
perce! for some en plover This single feature in 1952 would have resulted in a 
ta aving of more than $15 million to certain employer Other employers’ con- 
ributions ould be increased to offset some of these reductions 

Independent auto producers as \ 


vell as other empl yers opposed the enactment 
in 1953 as favoring ee heir expense 
\ lditional feature of this part of the Teahen bill would require the con 


aintain separate records for each plant of an employer 


‘Tlain large corporations at t 





‘T provision which would require a complete revision of present adminis 
trative procedures, is an attempt by the corporations to transfer their bookkeep- 
ng work to the employment security commissior The additional amount of 
vd! rative funds required for this purpose might better be spent to assure 


e prompt payment of benefits 


Mir. Baker. I would like to ask one question 

\MIr. Kean. Please make it short. It is practically 11 o'clock 

Mr. Baker. One question will be about as short as I can make it. 
Mr. Carey, I want to call attention to the statement that you just 
made that you would not want to leave it up to the governor to certify 
that the unemployment in that particular State was due to trade 
policy The bill provides that a governor certifies and secretary of 
Labor finds that those conditions exist 

Therefore, it would be a joint finding by the State and the United 
States. You agree with that, do you? 

Mr. Carry. Yes; I would hope that there would be standards 
adopted 

Mr. Baker. I realize the difficulty of it, but I see no other way than 
having a joint finding by the State and the Department of Labor of 
the United States Do you know of any other way to do it? 

Mr. Carry. Congressman, if vou consider the effects of international 
trade, | do not think that it can be considered a problem that is limited 
to a state. 

Mr. Baker. May I interrupt you, because time is moving and I am 
just trying to help? Of course, the first section provides that the 
Tariff Commission finds that the conditions are due to this situation 
as to the industry or segment thereof. The States have nothing to 
do with that. Then if the Tariff Commission finds, as to the State 
itself, the governor certifies, and the Secretary of Labor finds that the 
local condition fits in 

| believe that is all 
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Mr. Carey. Congressman, | would appreciate an opportunity to 
vive vou some of our eWws On 

Mi Baker. I would be delighted to have a letter fron you 

Mr. Carey. I appreciate that 

Mi Kt AN Thanl Vou, Mii Carey Th Ss conciudes the 
hearings on unemployment compensatiol 


The following d: itted for the record by Mr. Carey 


ul 
> 
) 


ita was subn 


NEWS RELEASE OF INTERNATIONAL UD Us { i AIRCR 


AGRICULTURAL IMPLEM r Wor ( AMI \\ INGTON, ] ( 
FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1954 
Failure of the State 
as rect mended | Pre le | | ul le 
sal if such improveme ‘ ( AW-CIO j HH 
Ways d Mea Cx er { 
A LAW-CIO state ‘ i ed J | ( >. & 
tified betore the ce I ee ont ilf of CIO 
= UAW urged tl ( a 1430 
d {i by Repre « ta Ve | i sO) ¢ HH 
vides it ntia pl ( ed > 
ce pe Salo H R. 943 \ i eneft } 
perce! of ef r ver tt ( Sta 
averag eek vage and ( : 9 } “ 
about S82 billic i ea 1 | i 


the 1952 campaign, will co le 1 r atte » torped e Pre 
legislative recommendations in t { at i the LAW said 
The text of the union’s statement is atta 
Union’s statement appears at p 272 
Nr. IX 3 AN, Without objection the clerk will accept statements for 
j I 
the record through the 17t 
The committee stands adjourned subject to the « ll of the Chair 


h of June 


The following statements were submitted to the committee Dy 
Members of Congress, on H. R. 9430 


45088 


4 19 
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$Y GRI O} iz | I ») STATI 
iH REPRI NTA 
MW s we € j s } 
I] DANIEL A. Ret 
( ’ Hla ( 1} a / 
House Off Bb Vi ( D. ¢ 
) re Mr. CHArRMaAn: It el nd ‘ om! eis i ing 
’ ‘ 
. l pp ( co ( | r t] O14 
r ( ) I] | 4 | I ¢ 
l I ( 1 iou ! Le - 
f ( ) es 1 ( I pal 
Dp ! the H 
I bo us the 5 Vil Dp 1 ) e | |- 
for improving 1 period enefits and that, despit 
i é l rT 1 e]} te ) 
_ f . fs , = | fry t} y 
ro I ) i ( V Lhervefor f eSDO I 
R2d ( } f ) the field of unemplo nt 
. ‘ j j d 
( : f eit led the 1of hearir 
S ere 
CHA FOL 


STATEMENT OF Hon. VeRA BUCHANAN BEFORE THE House Ways ANnp MEANS 
ComMITTEE on H. R. 9430, THE FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 


STANDARDS ACT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I wish to thank you for the 
fH R. 9430 introduced by Congré Ss- 


) 
man Aime J Forand and known as the Federa Unen ployme nt Cor pensation 


opport ty to give my views in support « 


Standards Act This bill, of which I am very happy to be a cosponsor, provide S 

substantial improvements in the Federal-State system of unemployment compen- 

sation It provides maximum primary benefits of at least 50 percent of the 

full-time weekly wage up to a ceiling of 662, percent of the State’s average weekly 
ri d cres I toa p riod of 39 weeks 








‘ the Social Security Act was passed 
in 1935 During these years the Federal-State unemployment insurance program 
has proved its worth under constantly changing economic conditions and has be- 
eo! i 6ece pted institutior It is clear, however, that with the millions of 
workers who are unemployed today, with the many thousands who are receiving 
lavoff notices each week and with unemployment compensation payments falling 
far behi i wages and the cost of livir g, there is an in mediate and pressing need 
for an unemployment compensation standards | 

lr the great Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Naxi weekly bene fit 
presently allowed is $30 and payments run out : » 26 Is it any wonder 
that any workers are exhausting their benefit ; ind jobs? 

Wit he nemplovment situatio becoming 1! mth tl d 
for improving benefits must be met without dé that ther vas 
repor 1 a slight drop in th imber of unemploy veen April and 
\lay it thes ume figures show that manufac continued to 
der r} Labor Dey { nt ha just a ( industrial cer rs 
- heen added to the list of area we page Soaere e e 
6 perce! rr more of their labor fore nout je ibstantial 
in rpiu rea na Ww reac! 1 123 Che her Were 16 

ijor areas in tl late iddition to the list and } lvania 
Pitt h, Erie, Philadelphia, and Readi 

In another Labor Departn ) published in Ma e find that the States 
DA uta eord $553 million ploy ent ec D , hy fits du yx the 
first quarter ol . ’ Chis w he st amou paid to jobless workers in 
, ) is 3-mo period tl yepa it repo 1 And fi res ] re} sed 


by the Office of Business Economics of the Department of Commerce show that 


personal come in tl Nation declined in April for the s h straight month 
Personal income, according to this report, in April was at an annual rate of $1 
billion less than it was in March and $5 billion under that of last Oetober 
| t face of t 3s urgent me nemplovment benefits it is dis- 
neartening to note that duri t! lv ej t States amended 1e pro- 
isions of their unemployment in yverning the n imum length of 





benefit payments 


~~ 
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| is Ss appal 1 ( 
and the responsipill ¢ 

| ( atl ics I ave | ) DO I 4Ca f 
p ipt and eff ive a d i 

( ! \ Ss \ l acd rs I 
Suc ct1o i tha I 1 state | Dp i 
vill be able to n f the s 

« iH 





NEW lexico IN Suppo ( H §. 9430 





Mr. Chairma und t t und t 
need for enactment of thi latio Nation 
AS Wi is in the world in genera We a I ‘ leg of 
economic uncertainty at this time than at a yt r per 1 iriv 1930 
At that time, however, w ew definitely that for rtual 
economil¢e collapse ! diate und dras i Covel ent ) 
provide a stimulus that private busine and indust! er capab f supply- 
ing. As a result the Federal Government assu 1 resp vy and a rela 
tionship in regard to such ‘onomiec fa I \ | t that make 
incumbent upon the Congress to I ite whenever a aladju ‘ 
his legislation is proposed for the purpose of remed a situation wi is 
become increasingly inequitable and unjust to tha gment o Americar 
who have been forced out of profitable employime! e e¢ lic readjust nt 
our Nation is undergoing 

Although the unemployment situation toda i n to the propor . 
that it did in what are known as the depressior irs, it has, nevertheless, be 
serious enough so that many thousands of our Ame a ens are unde y 


privation and hardship. We can and must correct that conditior It does 
not brook delay. 
Many of.these unemployed workers are idle a e dir result of Federal 





Government policies that are manifestly unfau » th \S a case po 

1 would direct your attention to the lead and m ndustr 

State of New Mexico as well as in other Western Sta Our lea 

have been closed down for more than a yea Phe iners and their fa es for 
the most part have been ner ploy ( ea ot i od 
Che unemployed miners received compensatio! pDavments that were ¢ . \ 
inadequate to provide even the necessities of life for their fa ies i 
ments were made for a pe riod of o vy 20 CeKS a ( ied ) aw ( in 
one-half of the time that they have been idl | lay ney are le pe ] 
meager supplies of s irpius commo litie given the nro I er ¢ i I 
upon a mere pittance which can be prov led thro pr ile il We | ist 
ingly tell the world wan ind privat appe 3 





happening. 
Che principal responsibility for this deplorable situat s right 





Congress We have seen fit to enact trade-agre VS V ( permit the 
flooding of our domestic market wit! nports ‘ 1 Vit the result 
that our own mines cannot operate profitably Wi ‘ rovided Oo 
miners in foreign countries and put our own men out o \ ive ) 
to ignore this iact ati l even OW are pens i | 1 Lo ¢ te i ‘ { ita { 
year, the very trade agreements that are do ey { 1 1 y 

This proposed legislation will at least have some et It wi r 
in some degree the hardships being endured by the mployved [1 
every State unemployment compensation toda Is Dased ¢ St Ol 1 i ¢ t 
least a decade ago. In the meantime that cost o : 1 Wage 
been increased Employers have recognized this nait Dy Will s to 
include escalator provisions in contracts with t rrkers, provisions which are 
intended to equalize income with living cost 

Even under the unemployment compensation scales | led for t legis- 
lation it will be difficult for jobless workers to have for 1 f es and the 3 
the barest necessities of life Other proposals tall I the legislatio ( 


ntended to equalize payments and to standardize ‘ 1Lt1o Inder which t 
payments can be made. This proposal is d 

by the President of the United States, by the Secretar f Labor, by t Federal 
Advisory Council, the National Conference on Labor Leg tion, and the J t 
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Congressional Committee on t Keonomic Report There is complete unanimit. 
l re imend that the (¢ re take action now to correct the inequit 
wi t ha helped to er te Most certainly there is no justification for our 
is ‘ tT ta ‘ T e i tT y? 
s EMI I .EPRESI IVE EvizaABetn KEE, Democrat, oF West VIRGINIA 
La N » B DEN Covi E AND INCREASE BENEFITS UND! 
UNEMI 1 Compt! ION LA\ 
i irted u rd W he pro uls belore com ttee to 
( i ! rag ol np 1 compe ul n to take 1 ma 1 
I private enterprise 1 abo 2'4 million | eral employe 
1 and t sé bst tia ot benef id and the 
ra } aft 
As members of the committee know, I have joined with 80 other Democrati 
M be eH in sponsoring the Forand b H. R. 9430, which would 
a e pa emplovment compensation for a maximum period of 39 week 
i ( t i yf) ree 
We \ i ‘ ld mea i Increase ( eT 1 
t 1 the ( nani 24 wet » 39 wee it ( 1 mea { 
I a I ma I S30 a ( 1 top | ) 
| ( fig = «le ! ed | the oO ( an lorn lat ) mended 
} resid ‘ } 1 ¢ the respe ve State t od 
‘ I | ed ! i H. R. 9430 adop ( 1 
t ts on ¢ i i el ( ir wage t 1 maximun | \ l 
, ee . ' ir Sta 
t i rke ) I e 7 wxlmMul benefit ¢ S40 a ( 
ot the iverage Ve \ \ ~f SOS.33) providing re ar 
i SOU2 a wet ra em} ed orke! e reguiar eek 
in SY2, his b ht w 1 be one ult Of his regulal r¢ hus 
it ¢ of our prod ion wor! I ld be 
‘ ! S46 maximul be nost o ! LUStrIe ig ive ( 
‘ } i a 4 
( r } helig nr if ir ¢ b] = vould ¢ 
é 1 ff SSO a ‘ f bye f ere { 
ft comn ee with the rvenev of 
\"\ \ } , of 
1 ~ i | rye lepar ) ’ r l 
Phe ( 
! G& and 1 ve lid . hometou Bluefield. a ell 
mn, ¢ H yn, Parkerst d Wheel 
| | ( ( e Beckle Loga Ne ) Pe 
, Re eve e-\ . r Sp! trea, We | iW 
\ exe ea und i ) ‘ e Sta 1 { f 1cO0.000 We 
\ ’ re dependent u ry foods to keep body 1 soul togethe 
\\ | ! ! { ! e prevailed 
| \\ \ ( ( ( oa ( t also { 
I ) d f ( 1 present maxir ( 
‘ bye fi i veek tl | ywws longe Extending the 
yor i fro) 1 weelh ) W ild he of ( ( 
) people, and w 1 cha ( eeded pure! I power! te ‘ 
} f . oe os 
| 1 ‘ »stro rta of p nt ac mm bv the Congress of 
| Sta pr emplo ompet oO ( to line 
I eme : I henef are t the p ent me whollv inad 
fa 1 ese 54 K Dp 1 of covera does not beg oO cover ( 
any of our loved have had to wait to find work. Througl 
‘ S ) Ljod! ) 1 major tragedy for ! because it ( 
que rf l fro pre bo ( d I to another ll of them are fu 
| yr dischars vor! jue to lack of bu ( 
r} ore, I feel that I must again express my full support for the Forand bill, 
I regard so highly that I have added my name to its list of sponsors And. 
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al { L t i | ea i 
empl ees lr iv! nes ) \ \ i 
this bill 1 bring = 0 9 : 
the law for the first time ea Lif ( i i re 
12,000 in the service rade »,JIUU ) LOO 
facturing, 2,200 in publie ut es, 3,300 i \ ea 
about 2,300 1 miscellarm i 
While West Virginia is do i 5 
number of Federal Gover emplovec \ \ ‘ 1 
like to have our 10,500 Federa i i 
Gove t’s tota ils } 
I onl uir to these pe i i 
‘ W ( they I are re iu ed a 1s ; 
Federal emplovee als i Dp ( 
One last word to bri { I ( : 
tion in West Virginia, a e1 : 
® Inpensatior W he ea 13 peres State 
InemMploy ent Trip uti ire Ve ea i 
Department of Lathe ep ed ) i ( ! 
Uner piovmel! oT sueu l¢ : ¢ ( 
it tends to be a caus ff ther ae i 
market for goods: therefore sal | ( url | ‘ re S¢ 
ile p V 1 WAL eets i i 
have jobs tend to doubt the ire and to curta I r fea ‘ 
jobs may ortly end S ve i ‘ i I i 
whicl depresses al Dus eSS i i t ‘ ’ ' 
distress 
Cretting pu is rj 
who are able and anx » work | 
fault of their ow! So 1 ca ( ( s ( 
best antidote there S r the pols tf rece g 
population of large areas of : il 
TESTIMONY BY CONGRESSMAN Epwarpb A. Gal 1) R M 
ON PENDING Bitts TO ReEvIsE | Pl ( I 
Mr. Chairman and members of ( ) ( 
lation to expand and beralize ‘ ‘ ‘ [ 
prompt action D4 this co ( ( ora I v.. J to SS 
the House have joined in introdu inda ( 
extend unemployme! pensatio verage | ul ¢ 
I appreciate very much the suppor iby the D ent of La 
at your hearings earlier in behalf of coveri ( ent « 
program Che Chairman of the ¢ S e | ‘ 
i sive and cony Ing state ent o I i 
In the ( irbitra 1 I i { 
functions eavy redu f ul 
people 1 devote Cal ‘ | ul Cac 
had absolutely no cushi to fall back o 1 i | 
! unemployment compensator 
While | } OW 1t 18 ot al ut te yt oO pres 
for all separated Governny emplovees, some fa | a 
tarv of Labor. Arthur Larson. on the experie ‘ ; | 
employees, struck me as being extreme si 
He eported that after o t 
jODs > Out OF ever 10 i 
evel 10 had been jo or 5 \ 
for from 1 to 3 nont ! hi a I i 
them took Cuts Of more than SL,UUO0 a a eto or 4 j i 
to take tempora 10 \ ( f 
over, were havil an extre ( Liff | ( I 
the ( da al il ive ( people Lea 1 
hetore gy the G ernme va t ey é 
ment of only ( ird he parate 
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Phos itis ; wv ow cruel and heartle for e Government to go out 
l » t ( ! und reer people f Crover ent worl ree them to take 
le essential jobs kk ( ‘ r ¢ ( ment, and ( row them out 
\ > ts ( ni ie | ry SAT 
\\ e are d » the CGovernme ‘ ylovees—and the Civil Servic 
( ( rir pres j er ‘ s foreing en to go without 
{ ire ¢ tled tO al | eed in O7 ley » pile ipa ul le 1ve aS & cush- 
g nst appropr mn cut r exec e changes wl h lead to reductions in 
re We are permeating t! \ e Federal Establishment w i feeling f 
inse ind fea low ca et the best work out of people in that kind of 
if i ? 
rH FORAND BILI 
On the broader question of improved unemployment compensation for Workers 
in private enterprise, I want to say that the present levels of benefits are unrealistic 
of date Prompt action is necessary, because, despite the reassur'ng 
ords fri ome Government officials that things will eventually “pick up,” the 
Tat : t the are still getti worse 
bor tance, the latest figure on insured unemployment it Baltimore show 
that we have twice as manv u emploved in our city alone, as the whole State of 
Marvland had a vearago. This refers only to those unemploved who come under 
the unemployment compensation syste! And one of the frightening aspects 
of this is that almost 10 percent of those in Baltimore have used up entirely their 
unemployment compensation benefits 
Last June , in all of Marviand, there were 10,000 une: ployed coming under the 
unemployment msurance progran Figures I have obtained from the Labor 
Department show for the most recent period, 20,500 in Baltimore alone In the 
State, the total is now up to nearly 34.000 And about 10 percent of those, too, 
have used up all their benefits 
So this is obviously a serious matter It shows that we absolutely must extend 


the period of coverage from the present maximum of 26 weeks to 39 weeks, as 


provided for in the Forand bill That is not to Say that this will solve the basic 
problem of unemployment Of course, it will not The only real solution is to 
get | vy and restore the conditions in this country economically which will bring 





ve the word of many outstanding economists, 

















includir umner Schlichter of Harvard, who is certainly no New Dealer, that the 
1d l tratlo has not been meet ne this challenge effectively 

The Chairman of the Pre lent’s Council of Eeonomie Advisers, Dr. Arthur 
Burt yhnilie ou ning no pecifiiC prograt of attack or the rece 1 never- 
the loes concede that the present level of unemployment is, as he put it at 
I pre conte ( into ible.’ 

This ec tee Na imited irisdiction on the ty pe of measures it can rec- 
ol end tI time whicl vould serve as an effective attack on recession, but 
ni ee! r of! Inemployment compensation, you have a real Oppol- 
tu ul I congressional ba rolling » mMprove the situatior 

You have the assurance from President Eisenhower that he thinks the State 
unemplo ent compensatio I ef I ld be inereased to provide week 
benefit p to one-half the regular wee V pa of an unemy loyed worker, up to 
i i of t -thirds of a Sta average weekly wage That is exact 
What ! i 1 e States to provide his appeal to ther some mo hs 

None States acted on ] request. Now the e has come. I believ 
Ww \ ‘ i ( 1national ba This bill carries out exact] ha 
the Pre Co ‘ led ) ( ( { ine piovyvment co pensatlol 
I’) er oe r these improvements; therefore, I think vw 
I 1 £ i 1 1 i¢ ! rogrTa i old the State nev s uid 
have 

i ot ar i I 

S41] nstea { } 
on so0 a c I ’ ma 
lc yf 1 ( i fa } 
the H in Marc} en a eit 
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St rkKers W& hg 
halls, getting no enc and { g 
\Miany of 1d | 1! 
and initiative in the United States tl ( 
Employment Act of 1946 : ppos 
mis i 1 empl 1ent 
Some ere alon p 7 
full employment thinking a hay ( 
sto L e pul asing | ( ul ‘ 
back on the right pa PI di 
benefits Is an abs« te mus at re l 
TEs'1 BY CONGRESS) WituaMm T 
VANI oO Pi NDIN B To \ \ 
LaAw— Berrer UNEMPLé NT COMPEN 
ot ( 
the pr les 
r. to ere 
1 « ( | 
earn tl Suppor otner 
pensatior ( rai, S 
ve are arti ! a I 
e been dismissed fro ( 
birt ol oh une D 
other rk i 1 I 
people were recru ted 
patriotic appeal at a time of labor scarcity 
to help their country’s defense effort jet 
the decision to take Government emplovt 
by patriotisn 
It is ironic and unfortunate that Ge 
their services and threw the nto the lab« 
when competition for available ‘obs has | 
rners who lost their jobs i is period, t} 
eligible for unemployment cor pe 1 n a 
eheeks to fall back o1 ien their DS Cal 
adrift as vou would throw out a ( pa 
Therefore, I strongly urg hat yo 
the \ rker have performed and cover t 
It a step which is lor verdue ( 
having taken earlier wh he Governme! 
ing rather than contrac r as ure 
when the new administration began i \ 
and its elimination of wl agen and 
have acted promptly to i¢ I ) 
to provide this | Lo | 
l venture tf say t ( \\ i 
ment employees und nemplo 
anv future attempt the Gov me 
to talk people into lea ot he and 
seen too oft n the nectacle of 
condemned for doi he 
of ¢ r I t i I Ve ir 
American wage ner eve 4 
mie IMM pPeNnsatlo 
As to the Forand bill t« ‘ ( 
law, i uuld mean in P wnia 
the present $30 a we oO abe S440 
weekly wages In other words in a 
svivania (the figure cited S { f I 
report to the State on i I a WoO! 
compensation check of as 1 as I 
of two-thirds of the State avera age 
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L¢ i i ‘ i ) 
i ) i SR | wd 
n ' - 
’ , ( Dp 
| ( 5 1 so i a 
» pA 
| CXA V I i | \ \ \ eexhau l 26 eeKs 
r ft \ hnd Dp ‘ an re il 3 
i ( Pent ! cond o o Ne Yo e 1 er of 
\ ‘ RS ADH er , 400 ! na is 
reacl j f. I be ilf | Octoper Va 1 
De ( ats he fa ( a | are just I rs co 1 
\ ! ‘ CC ( a (a Iii Kers or ot covered 
\ 1 ( er \ ( ( I , I i ave bet yperic 
I 1 i | Apr feel for the 10 ( eut ey } fcyy a 
i t 4 I ti eal ius n uC { Va OW 13 peres t trom brine 
( \ i iZzo ur uc ep! ed D ( V if of pr al 
yd the smalles e 1939: anthracite production is the lowes is 
und so o1 
\ I licate l ind | ( O hat we mus i mptiv to 
I ir workers a 1our ecc ) VY agall l arp further drop in pure is y 
‘ pr ling more ad ate unemployvme«e compensatio renefht Hx 
y e period of bene! to 5¥ é merely recog! es the desperatene of 
lifficulties of skilled workers in a period neral recession in finding suitable 
mpl nt I 4 State like ne, and in mo nd rialized areas, when em- 
| vn off ff fo ut t all businesses and not for a selec¢ fortu- 
ate f 
So I urge that vou approve the | vhich 81 of us in the House have joined in 
sponsoril which would carry out these worthwt mprovements 
Under this the creased be fits and wider coverage would go to effect 
Limost ri telly at Federal Ge nment expense, if e States do t a on 
rhe Stat ald th ave until J 1955, to cha their laws to 
col to newer standard It is necessary that he Federal Govern! nt 
take t itive on thi t now, since no State, a 1, has so far acted on 
re i ( ower s appea lirected to the States bring t I yvsten Ip to 
la this fashic We m id t \ppal 
t T { Oy 
S11 ror Ho (HARLI R. How L, REPRI NTATIVE I HE Fo I 
LI It ) NEW JER COSPONSOR O 1 it 94350 
As one of the cosponsot H. R. 9430, I want to expr ’ ehearted 
Ipprov rf e provisiol of th ) rea Ls) fi Inder re piovment 
( ) i to ¢ end the pe mM o1 pn fi » a vxImM 1 of 39 week 
| \ Jer ‘ »pavi ) yveek det . ll wo 1} S48 96 hase 
) I i ‘ i ‘ ‘ yared t yr 1a fF S30 
i 
he fo , t in t sure, ( vould be adopting t 
ide by Pre wer in | mendations to the individual 
Sta ver b reas provide a worker in covered 
. . \ , 20 , cher eq : ' hal es Te ila rate yf 
pa 1 ma I \ ra ) a ioe | Va state 
i is ie State is carried o { ( ) nendatl Present 
i tr) fi co ? | 1 State ra m $20 De ' 7" 
\ idistr 1 Col 1 | 1a so aro a 1 » $33 
\ 
1) i ( \ I I sO SOS ] i 
f pcre | vered emn ' State is $72.38 
Obvio ! { efits are tar too Ww to provid un eff I iwA st 
104 yiir ! DD r l ng trom a OV B n 
N Vv J ien u s ve 1 mea l ) ed emy Vv 
nie | 1lar rtoO! eT i yrractica i oO yor industria reas are 
( r roup IIT (al surp or gl » I\ 1 re ed) categor a rding 
he United States Department of Labo 
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State show 101,518 or i 1 
Sal \ t i Cal 1 ‘ ! 
larm kixcept f I ‘ 
fering re¢ . 
nal actur i ta i 
mer ar ome \ uve 
eC ) 1 ) i! ible 7 ! 
their ¢ I | L\ Heel 1 i 
vould like t ) t Va ind M ( 
that he kind of i i ( i 
inemploy { »¢ i ) T ra i I | 
it Was to 1 tall urcha ¢ 
Now ho is 1 pos ) I i ) i i 
income drops from around S1LOO or re r owe S30 
such a familv can do with ar c f tha { i 
Mor { ( . i i ) 1 i 
Jer ( ine ClO ea ra | ' ( : ' 
familv of four to be $70 per week in the Ne Yor tropolitar i a 
This means for unemployed heads of families that t dig into whatever 
savings they have order to It eal 1 I f rvthir (nd 
when the present 26-weel I ( expil i an de 
Exhaustions of benef in Ne have now 1 000 eacl oO 
For the worker in New Jersev this is part ilariy peca f iniike 
workers of any other State except Alabama, he | ss pav for | 
compensation insurance out of his own earnings New Jersey and Alabama 
the only States which have a contributory syste ‘ VOI as 
as the employers Yet, despite this, his benefits are 1 ricted to a ma 
S350 per week 
I know that our Governor, the Honorable Robert B. Me r. is al 
liberalize our system, and has proposed legislation to a mplish that pury 
But his experience in that regard points up dramatica t verrid? need 
kind of legislation Representative Forand and S80 ot I I S In tl H 
Representatives have introduced 
The Republican Party leadership in New Jer turned thuml 
any further increases in unemployment compensat! ir State, and it i 
power within the legislature to enforce that di S Gove I al 
irger that Congre ) L¢ eg i 
extend the period of pa S bi ! 
increased benefits until a j 
nity to bring their own la lar 
» do so by the time | Boy 
thing for a State legislature under normal cireumsta! to fail to get are | 
issue of increasing benefits; it is another for a legislat to face t | 
having higher benefits provided by the Federal Government reduced as of a 
certain date by reason of the State’s inaction Once out rkers have becor 1 
to the higher benefit ided in this legislation, the be in a po 
and the businessmen and others who benefit fro i juate standard 
ployment compensatio! to require Stat iegisia e act te 
at those new levels 
H. R. 9430 is, by and large, an excellent bil | e the supp 
mittee in approving it and launching on the way ( I i i 





It fits in so closely with recommendations ide by Pr 1 t | nt i 
am sure he would be glad » sign it into law iW i 
House and Senate 


STATEMENT OF CONGI \ THOM yl ) I 
FavorinGae H R. 9430 A Brut I Prov , i ( 
STATES, TO ReEvisk, EXTEND Nd Impt iE | [PLOYM | 


PROGRAM, AND FOR OTHER PuURP 


No jobs? M 





( vie ( M 
and decisior n failir to respond to the distre i 
the Federal Gove ¢ ( » callous ’ 
problem. 

it is no secret that a nu er Ot areas na » Hee fT itica 


ployment for years 
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When unemployment compensation runs out and there are still no jobs what 


lhe Federal Government looks the other way. 
have a bill before the Committee on Ways and Means to provide 





vreater security against unemployment that cannot be brushed aside as a matter 
of mit oncer! 
I represei 1 district that has had a very substantial surplus of labor for several] 
I} il e statement Is not open to opinion or Interpretation. 
. very serious fact 
ve importuned the Government time and again to extend some help 


» asked fora ile goods in order to keep industries going 








e 1 i to ge ‘ontracts routed to jobless are We have 
sugeg 1 that mulit stallations be built in such localities. We 
have shown how Federal loans in part to industrial development committee 

yul yur the building of new and modern plants to attract diversified industries 


» constructive help has been forthcoming. 


Hi. R. 9430 * * * recognizes the danger nals that have been blinking from 





labor surplus areas * * * as well as the need for improving Federal standards for 
ioyment Compensation 1p relation to the Nation as a whole, 
None too soon 
By the end of May, 51 major labor markets were listed as having a “substantia 
sul s”’ labor:foree, an increase of 16 over the previous report. 
P * * * 73 smaller areas 
What happens when claims are exhausted, as they are within 16 weeks in some 
State , 
What does a person do who is laid off in an establishment that is not covered by 
inemployment insurance? 
These questions can Only be answered in their full meaning by the individuals 
and families who suffer from unemployment 
lo a lesser extent, they have a bearing upon the economy 
With overtones of challenge to free enterprise and representative govert 
I ' * testing whether one or the other or both * * * can solve the funda 
rie ai problems of * * * today 
Qn their own * * * @ number of States have increased benefits * * and 
ave extended coverage * * * but there are laggards who “freeze against 


It was understandable * * * 19 years ago, when there were no precedents in 
to guide * * * tat we should proceed carefully at the start 
Now, therefore, t}iere is no excuse for maintaining a “split’’ program * 
covered, and some uncovered 
Kivery person having One or more individuals working for him is an employer 
in exactly the same sense as a huge corporation is an employer The difference is 
one of degree, not of king 


Furthermore, unemployment compensation payments, rigid in amount, have 
fallen behind wages and the cost of living 





\gain, the evidence from distressed areas, proves that the maximum duration 
of benefit is not long enough to enable the une mployed to search for }é bs that 
are 1 available in their citv or town 

| i although it not incorporated in this bill, we must bear in mind the 
further necessity of extending covera lovees of the Federal Government 
to be consistent with the purpose an | of unemployment compensation 

Chere is no sound reason for “economic segregation”’ in this field 

Any person who works for a living is entitled to insurance that will protect 
hit ' n some measure * * * for unemployment that is beyond his power 
to 

No one State * high or low * * * can set the standard for the Natior 

That is the function of the Federal Government 

\ well-rounded unemployment compensation program * * * both as to cov- 
erage and benefit eS 1 ine abl 

N re Oo ment ce 

We are well advised 
peo} LO mat progr n 
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STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN JOHN LESINSKI, DEMOCI ( 
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION LEGISLATION—I I LOTI \ I 
RECESSION 


I urge this committee to act favorab at tl! t f ( 
nally intended to take up in t e hea s but a H 9430, the Fora 
bill which I have joined in cosponsoring 

At the time these hearings re scheduled e | id not e) 
duced The committee announced it a AKI! i I 
scope, none of which would increase be fit ‘ 1 
ments. The Forand bill does both of those é 
and requires attention at t! tir 

For these are vital needs f our eco 

To add additional people to the roles of cov 1 employ the 
eligible for unemployment compensatio1 a ! ( ep, a 
that In Michiga it wil ! Al the ade of ¢ i ¢ 
workers not now covered by Inemploy ent mpensatior <31,0U8 ¢€ 
working for some 88,000 e1 plover \ da eT 
presently have no protection of this kind, would add 38,6001 \I 
to the rolls 

The bills that would accomplish these purposs leser ipport fr 
Member of Congress. bot because the are 1 le i ‘ 
also because they would further rengthen « aga t reduced pur 
ing power and more recess 

But these things only begin to skim the surface of a deep proble1 I am refer 
ring to the problem created by from 3 to 34% millio employed Na 
using the most conservative Government statist und the fact that t » 
heralded business upturn seems te slow ‘ 





Being optimistic about the future 
action to bring a better future about. We d t applaud ina 
emergency. 











And, gentlemen of this committee, we art 1 rea y1 eme! 

Unemployment in Michigan has increased about 400 percent | vear 
Detroit area has been particularly hard hit. We are ed to periodic 
in employment in our area due to the nature the autor e industry and re- 
lated industries; a plant will shut down for some weeks for retooling 
purposes, and we’re somewhat used to that 

But let me tell you how serious the tuation has br me Toda he 
employment rises 2,000 in the Detroit area in a 3-month period, it is | It 
gets headlines. That’s because we have somewhere ar nd 135,000 
walking the street looking for jobs Chat : t trolt irea a | 
Michigan, it’s around 208,000 

In connection with what I said earlier about | id emp 
pensation coverage, as proposed in many of the | befor 1. about 100.000 
of our unemployed In the state are not o tr ] piovme t oO I nsa 
Some of them are not eligible; others have exhausted their | f 

The tragedy of this situation is that much if not st of this ‘ 
of a long-term nature. the fir urte ir, 23,200 
Michigan exhausted une ent- pe ut | f O ’ : 
was unemployed for 17 weeks before exhausting benefit We don’t kno 
much longer the typical one remaine 1 out of ork, it a deci g 10D mal 
and under normal seniority rules, those first off bw 1 be the last to go back, 

It is in consideration of thi hiavorabtl ] il i [I sup} rt ne | i 
of the Forand bill for extension of benefits to vera ixlImumM period of 39 

These people must pay rent or pay o1 ie mortgag ether the i 
not. Unless we are prepare 1 to say that « I a 1 trait area 
long-range decline—and I completely deny tha e aren't § g tos 
our unemployed that they move out of our ind ria ers. So i 
rent. And they must i feed their fa ( H lo the | 
with no income? 

Now as to benefits: the present maximum I I ( I M gal > 
week for a maximum of 26 weeks. This is well be f ab I 
fits suggested not only in the Forand bill but Preside cisenhower a 
commission studies and reports to the States { ! He and a 
have suggested primary benefits equal to one l & mal regular pa ip 
maximum of two-thirds of the particular State’s average weekly wags In M 
gan, our skilled workers have enjoyed good wages and the average wee ig 
above $83 a week That means, the maximun rimar peneht, as recomn é 


by the administration itself, should be $56 a week. But it now only $30 
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ATIVE FROM THE FrIRs1 
pporr oF H. R. 9430, To 
COMPENSATION PROGRAM 


k vou for this opportunity 


legislation which this committee 


tT economic Incertainty, 
the stabilization of the 
fall far short of today’s 
ition of this fact, as 
ng the program’s short 
lrance program has been 
compro! Ising opponents 
litarian purposes 
r exemplified than by the 


Congress this vear 
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“Pp +} } } ‘ { 
Rece ie the floor of rit \ ) ( nad 4 


welfare cor sid ratior ts mitt 


} ; } ‘ { , 
States has not been adequs ppreciate \ 











valuable first line of defe i st ¢ ‘ 
Further t pport ( 
his prover: ‘se : ‘ 
presented before ‘ X | “ 
it wa d 
I! need hard po t 
iccepte i t | 
per I fal | t 
protect PEASOS ¢ 
yro\ 1] ( I ) i 
S Ce ther I ( I 
tt port ee ( 
1 ' re ( the 
prog! as it Oo ind i 
this le tio i ( 
Lhese d purpose 
ower vit 4 e CON 
ense of sec I 1 1a ( 
of ¢ ( 1 t 
Vol ur\ oble ( 
If we ace t : t ( } t . 
et of 1935 and of Stat S ¢ 
provide emp ent co ( 
Limne ar ( ] 
hetweet iverade e¢ ( ( ‘ ( 
proof that the rre ‘ ( I 
voerul Lceqguate I ( 
| Vera period ot ( I 
tv the co er I ~ el 
Ove i eCTLOd oO e( rece 
In support of the sta nts 
following facts 
In the ear 1939, 48 of State wd I 
in excess of o0 pere ! ta rage ( | a> 
0 perc nt, the rema y Lo 4 I ZU t 
weeki wage But dur i | ( 
index of 100 to 164.2 iverag ee 
121.2 
[1 he month of Apri 4 i i ive ( 
plovment was $24.79 ( e of dene ] : S 
have a provision for such allowan I : 
This represents 33 percent of the na il a 
West Virginia, where une plovment for ( I g J ) } 
at 12.9 percent of total insured employ average 
$23.48, representing approximate 34 per ( 
the Stat 
Meanwhil the number of claimant vho ive ex! isted r bene I 
during the first quarter of 1954 were up 64 percent ft the 
parable period in 19538. This, however, repr 
unemployment began in the June J per 1 I iYoo en ¢ ‘ e! fig 
were still soaring. In March 1954 the national to vas 96 pert 
Mareh 1953 figure But, again, these claimants repr t 0 ho lo 
jobs between September and October of 1953 and before hat I } 


peak of our current unemployment period was rea 


| 
In West Virginia there was a total of 2.519 « tior in the mont! f M 


1954 as compared with 907 for the corresponding month in 1953 

These facts and figures, it would seem to m« ffer clear and ntrovert 
proof that immediate legislative action is urgent eeded to inc I t 
benefit payments and the duration of the period of payment yrder t 
unemployment insurance program may r¢ t | carry out the t 1 
purpose for which this legislation was origina enacted t is, theref 
most earnest hope that this committee will give f ind fa abl t 


to H. R. 9430, the bill introduced by our distinguished colleague, Mr. ] 
which | 
ments so greatly needed in our Social Security Act 


have been most pleased to cosponsor and which encompasst I - 





294 UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCI 























»F Hon. Cart D. I INS, OF KENT Y¥, ON FEDERAL STANDAR 
FOR | MPLOYM NT | I I 
t t t it econo! f the 1 of the shootir 
ed t weal e! l t sit tior 
( t Che t's ; t of the Depart 
1 f rl t ela I 1\ 
{ ! oO ine j 51 10 , : 4 } 
i l iol { t i rea I nem 
f re t 12 | ( I f i seri it ( 
{ ‘ ‘ { I ‘ 
i p , , + f the 1 + f ] {1 Avril 1 ess 
i" ) ( l it I \ ws the k tA ut 
| iu of Labor Statist tarted ke i rds on this pha 
t ral rt} ( ( the n th of May 
( thre ruct l t irm Activitl l t 
eco ! ture Phe lusti ywed a pi \ 
ent dur t | ter pe id, but that appea to ha e strict] 
i A I I t nplo ll l! cet ‘ LIT) conti i it t { ) 1 | ir 
r A \I lespit the i hat a tantial imbe of unemployed 
e ¢ i ted the enef which are limited to 6 months or le 
) the ont! f the I re tha i million initial claims were filed 
\ st 40 pere f thi roup are represented in t 2'4 millio 
{ i ure iving p i ich er These payment ca rt ec 
t i i there ar I | i i] of these nen | 1 worke 
{ t { 1 Tt of 1 { { fit 1 ht vitt the Tie T¢ W a 
1 wiere hemy hie greatest, Mol v has become tight and 
to ind 1 arly establ mentof new industries to absor is 
ul mployed or an increased demand that would cause a former employer 
em to t r old job An unemployment claim load in excess of 2 
ill naicat 1 tota nemplovment figure in excess of 4 million, 
\ lec] In employme! xr conversely, the seasonal increase in unem- 
rmally begins in Jul 1 e real impact is not felt until farm activ 
» in Aug and September 
trend of unemployment verv similar to that of 1949, but the 
\ newhat ghe The ¢ sus Bureau estimated the national unem- 
\ excess of 4,700,000 he early part of 1950 Kivery sound indi 
at the unemployment total will cro 6 million in the latter part of this 
ur or the ea part of 1955 That would mean 1 worker our of every 10 in 
" 1 be nemploved and seeking work during the coming winter 
| ( I rv has faced no iInemployment problem f this magnitude since the 
ul We must prepare to meet this problem and not allow it to engulf 
i l 1933 We must not f O l the face of th emergency It is 
{ Congre { ablishaf \ mor a prog n to meet this fore 
»blem Chis committee has the responsibility of initiating such actior 
l 1 to follow the old maxim that an ounce of prevention is worth a pound 
| preventive worl ould begin toda and be earried on along sid 
ties that ll alleviate the current situatior When more than 1 out 
reat industrial centers are classified as areas of critical unemployment, 
has a ed when we m imit the fact t unemployment is a serious 
| lem and cease condemning those as calamity howlers who call these 
i on 
if economic defense is unemployment insurance It must be 
| ‘The max im duration of benefits in most States is 26 weeks In 
i Sta t is as low as 16 k the minimum duration is sometimes 
6 wer but more oft 10 weeks rhe maximum weekly amount, which 
illy one-half the amount of the weekly average wag generally below 
$2 In a few States it is as high as $28 or $30. ‘ $s no 
x ) half the weekl 1 should be substantially increased 
i ea ue payment i I the maximum. 
i I l f 16 Inadequa for 
" nploy | ial surplus, and col 
| I been dras v lowered 
\ ( alle ( There is no sound 
ul \ L! rease 14 n to 39 weeks per 
vea \ he Fe I le for maxi 
ra 8g | 1 





nd will add 
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litional ¢ oO r ¢ . 3 ' ( 

of the unemplove und p T ( ‘ 

The original mum we ! ( 
period of tl thirties \ number « i i i 
t e maximum t » CA uN i ’ 
CTeast ( OT tl . ( 
be included in t | ier i t i 1 re ~ , 
mum week] wHoOUul ) ! y i 
l elttect H. R. 9430 I I 

I rge this con i ( 4 1 fa I 
mem rsh pa PO! I el | 
» rEMENT OF HO 1O me ) y | ( 

cS s \ 

Nir (‘hair t } ‘ | ( 

i Mea 

Pm 1 eed itel or is Opport ri it ore 
committee in support ¢ t } ) cr. J . 
colleague, the Honorable Aime J. Forar f WKWhode is 
sponsor 

r e 1 npio t has long e re ‘ : 

The ravage of re ssion and depress ~ 0 laries 
leaders] pa d initiative ar ecessal t i ‘ ¢ 
in effective nemplo ent Ini pe itlo : te t¢ iT t 

Competition amo 1 everal States wes ect I { 
irds for u plo ent compensation t pre ied be I ( 
The 1935 Social Securit Let established — 
unemplo ent ll rane \ basic tent o i » pr ¢ a 
ploved with at least 50 percent of their regular ( es up te 
two-thirds of such wages But, in spite of unprecedented prosperit these 


ards were allowed to deteriorate with the rise of 


Furthermore, the recent increase in unemployment, temporary layoffs und 





decline in weekly take-home pay have reduced or completely eliminated a 
savings that workers may have accumulated during the prosperous years ! 
make the need for adequate unemployment insurance more vital and urge 
Federal legislation is necessary to strengthen the unemployment compensa 
system I therefore urge the adoption of the unemploym« compensation stal - 
ard bill of 1954, H. R. 9430, introduced by vour colleague, Mr. Forand 
sriefly, this bill would require that States establish decent minimut 
ployment compensation payments and that these benefits be payable for a reas 
able duration to allow the une mployed sufficient tin > find new ¢ I 
Some States still provide for a maximum of only $20 a week and 16-week dura n. 
In my own Empire State the maximum benefit is « 10.4 perce! 
average weekly wages Nevertheless, Gov. Thomas | Dewey and t Repub- 
lican legislature recently rejected the President’s proposal to liberali 


ment compensation 
Left to themselves, there is little hope that the States wi act oluntar 














the President’s recommendations to in ind ralize their ! 
compensation system, 

Congress must face the responsibility and act 

The propost 1 legislation would equire that the maxi l er | ¢ 
not less than two-thirds of the average weekly age ot the stl e with ea 
vidual’s primary benefi t less than 50 percent ‘ eel} a | 
minimum duration of these benefits would last for 39 weeks 

he unemployment compensation syst was intended as a bulwark a t 

recession and depressiot i urge the adoption of Co essmal rand 
ployment compensation standards bill as a modest effort to alleviate the suff 
of millions of persons who lost their m s of livelihood due to no fault of 
own By helping thes eople we would al elp str th 7 re und 
revive prosperity and ple y. 


(Thereupon, the hearing recessed at 11 a. m., Friday, June 11, 1954, 
subject to the call of the Chair.) 





